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SUPREME  COURT. 

Samuel  Piebob,  respondent,  ^gt.  Charles  S.  Weight  et  al.^ 

impleaded,  appellants. 

An  action  by  a  tax-payer  of  a  town  to  perpetually  enjoin  and  restrain  com- 
missioners fh)m  IssniDg  the  bonds  of  the  town,  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in 
the  construction  of  a  railroad,  cannot  be  maintained  where  the  allegations 
of  the  complaint  do  not  show  that  the  alleged  commissioners  are  officers 
of  the  town  having  any  authority  by  legal  appointment  or  color  of 
appointment  to  act  as  commissioners  for  the  purpose  of  bonding  the 
town. 

The  only  fact  stated  on  the  subject  being  that  they  either  are  or  claim  to  be 
commissioners,  with  an  allegation  of  ignorance  as  to  the  truth  of  the  claim. 
This  is  to  be  construed  most  strongly  against  the  pleader,  and  it  amounts 
to  this:  That  here  are  certain  persons  who  say  they  are  commissioners  of 
the  town,  but  whether  they  are  so  or  not  wcf  neither  affirm  nor  deny. 

An  attempt  or  threat  by  an  individual  or  individuals  to  do  an  act  which, 
when  done,  would  be  a  nullity,  neither  binding  upon  nor  injurious  to 
any  one,  according  to  the  allegations  of  fact  in  a  complaint,  or,  for  aught 
appears  there,  lays  no  foundation  whatever  for  an  action  to  restrain  the 
commission  of  such  act. 

Where  the  complaint  alleges  and  charges  that  some  of  the  persons  signing 
the  consents  filed  in  the  town  clerk's  office  were  not  tax-payers  of  the 
town,  and  did  not  even  own  the  property  assessed  to  them,  and  that  the 
owners  had  never  given  their  consents,  &c, — Held,  that  these  and  similar 
allegations  of  insufficiency  raise  the  question  whether  every  or  any  indi- 
vidual tax-payer  in  the  town  may  challenge  and  assail  the  facts  as  they 
appear  from  the  record,  which  the  statute  makes  evidence,  by  action  in 
this  collateral  way 
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The  consents  of  the  tax-payers,  as  specified  by  the  statute,  and  affidavits  of 
the  assessors,  with  a  copy  of  the  assessment  roll,  are  to  be  filed  in  the  < 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  and  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
town,  **  and  the  same  or  a  certified  copy  thereof  shall  be  evidence  of  the 
&cts  therein  contained  and  certified,  in  any  court  of  the  state  and  before 
any  judge  or  justice  thereof" 

The  statute  makes  this  evidence  of  the  jurisdiction  and  all  other  facts,  not 
prima  fade  evidence  merely,  but  evidence  absolutely  and  unqualifiedly. 
It  is  in  the  nature  of  a  record,  and  imports  absolute  verity  so  long  as  it 
remains  as  a  record  upon  the  files  of  the  county  and  town  clerks*  offices. 

The  plaintiff,  therefore,  in  assailing  this  record  by  this  action,  as  a  false  wit- 
ness which  does  not  certify  the  truth,  has  plainly  mistaken  his  remedy. 
Public  records  cannot  be  assailed  and  controverted  in  this  collateral 
manner. 

His  only  remedy  was  by  a  direct  proceeding  to  correct  the  record  if  it  was 
in  any  respect  incorrect,  and  reform  the  character  of  the  statutory  wit- 
ness, so  that  it  should  speak  the  whole  truth  and  nothing  but  the  truth, 
or  set  it  aside  altogether, 

A  portion  of  the  consents  were,  as  appears  by  the  complaint,  obtained  in 
1870  and  the  residue  in  1871,  and  the  affidavit  shows  that  the  requisite 
number  of  consents  bad  been  obtained,  as  appeared  by  both  rolls.  If  it 
so  appeared  by  both  rolls,  it  necessarily  so  appeared  by  the  last,  and  in 
this  case  was  a  compliance  with  the  statute  requiring  the  last  assessment 
roll  to  govern. 

Fourth  Departmenty  June  Term^  1872. 

MuLLiN,  P.  e/i,  cmd  Johnson  <md  Taloott,  JJ. 

Appbal  from  an  order  continuing  a  temporary  injunction 
issued  upon  a  complaint.  The  action  was  brought  to  have 
the  defendants,  who  are  the  commissioners  of  the  town  of 
"Webster,  in  the  county  of  Monroe,  perpetually  enjoined  and 
restrained  from  issuing  the  bonds  of  the  town  for  the  purpose 
of  aiding  in  the  construction  of  the  railroad  of  "  The  Lake 
Ontario  Shore  Eailroad  Company."  The  facts  constituting 
the  alleged  cause  of  action,  as  stated  in  the  complaint,  suffi- 
ciently appear  in  the  opinion.  A  temporary  injunction  was 
granted,  which  was  continued  at  special  term ;  and  from  the 
order  continuing  the  injunction,  this  appeal  was  brought  to 
the  general  term. 
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J.  N.  Vo^is.iBiOYj  for  plaintiff. 
J,  C.  Cochrane,  for  defendants. 

By  the  courts  Johnson,  J. — Assuming,  for  the  purpose  of 
reviewing  the  question  presented  by  this  appeal,  that  the 
plaintiff*,  as  the  owner  of  real  estate  and  a  tax-payer  of  the 
town  of  Webster,  might  have  a  standing  in  court  to  maintain 
an  action  of  this  character  upon  a  proper  and  sufficient  com- 
plaint (a  question  which  we  do  not  propose  now  to  decide, 
and  in  regard  to  which  we  express  no  opinion),  it  is  clear,  we 
think,  that,  upon  this  complaint,  the  action  and  consequently 
the  injunction  cannot  be  maintained. 

The  remedy  sought  by  the  action  is  preventive  only.  The 
complaint  asks  that  the  defendants  Wright,  Billings  and 
Jennings  be  enjoined  and  perpetually  restrained  from  issuing 
bonds  for  and  in  behalf  of  the  town  of  Webster,  in  Monroe 
county,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  "The  Lake  Ontario 
Shore  Railroad  Company,"  on  the  ground  that  such  bonds, 
if  issued,  will  be  a  lien  and  incumbrance  upon  the  plaintiflf 's 
property  in  that  town,  and  a  cloud  upon  his  title,  and  inflict 
upon  him  a  perpetual  and  irreparable  injury. 

This  is  the  head  of  equitable  jurisdiction  under  which  the 
relief  is  sought.  What  the  plainti£E  attempts  to  show  by  the 
facts  stated  in  his  complaint,  and  insists  that  he  has  shown,  is 
that  the  defendants  have  no  lawful  right  or  authority  to  issue 
the  bonds  for  and  in  behalf  of  the  town,  which  they  are 
threatening  and  claiming  the  right  to  issue. 

The  first  difficulty  is  that  the  complaint  does  not  show  that 
these  three  individuals  are  officers  of  the  town,  having  any 
authority  by  legal  appointment,  or  color  of  appointment,  to 
act  as  commissioners  for  the  purpose  of  bonding  the  town. 
What  the  complaint  states  on  this  subject  is  that  they  "  are 
or  claim  to  be  "  such  commissioners ;  "  but  whether  they  were 
duly  appointed  as  such  commissioners  this  plaintiff  is  not 
informed  and  is  not  able  to  say."  Instead  of  stating  that  they 
arc  commissioners,  duly  appointed  and  authorized  to  act,  and 
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issue  such  bonds  in  a  proper  case  under  the  statute,  it  ignores 
the  fact  altogether,  and  does  not  even  allege  that  they  are 
commissioners  d^  facto  acting  under  color  of  any  appointment. 

The  only  fact  that  is  stated,  therefore,  on  this  subject  is 
that  they  either  are  or  claim  to  be  commissioners,  with  an 
allegation  of  ignorance  as  to  the  truth  of  the  claim.  This  is 
to  be  construed  most  strongly  against  the  pleader,  and  it 
amounts  but  to  this : 

Here  are  certain  persons  who  say  they  are  commissioners 
of  thq  town ;  but  whether  they  are  or  not  we  neither  affirm 
nor  deny. 

It  does  not  appear,  therefore,  from  any  fact  stated  in  the 
complaint,  that  there  is  any  foundation  for  their  claim ;  and 
the  bonds,  should  these  defendants  issue  them,  would  be 
utterly  void,  and  in  no  respect  binding  upon  the  town,  or  an 
apparent  lien  or  cloud  upon  the  plaintiff's  estate  or  title.  An 
attempt  or  a  threat,  by  an  individual  or  individuals,  to  do  an 
act  which,  when  done,  would  be  a  nullity,  neither  binding 
upon  nor  injurious  to  any  one,  according  to  the  allegations  of 
fact  in  a  complaint,  or,  for  aught  that  appears  there,  lays  no 
foundation  whatever  for  an  action  to  restrain  the  commission 
of  such  act. 

But  there  is  a  still  more  serious  difficulty.  The  plaintiff 
alleges  and  charges  in  the  complaint  that,  although  it  appears 
by  the  conseuta  filed  that  consent  has  been  obtained  by  per- 
sons owning  more  than  one-half  of  the  taxable  property  of 
said  town,  and  of  more  than  one-half  of  the  tax-payers,  as 
appears  by  the  last  assessment  rolls,  yet,  in  fact,  some  of  the 
persons  signing  the  consents  were  not  tax-payers  of  the  town, 
and  did  not  own  the  property  assessed  to  them,  and  that  the 
owners  have  never  given  their  consents ;  and  that,  deducting 
the  names  of  such  persons  so  signing  consents,  the  remaining^ 
consents  would  represent  much  less  than  one-half  the  taxable 
property  of  the  town ;  and  also  that  several  persons  signed 
consents  who  did  not  own  all  the  property  assessed  to  them 
on  the  assessment  roll,  and  only  a  portion  thereof;  and  that 


I 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Pierce  agt.  Wright. 


one-half  of  the  tax-payers  and  property  owners  of  the  town 
have  not  given  the  necessary  consents  to  the  bonding  of  said 
town. 

This  raises  the  question  whether  every  or  any  individual 
tax-payer  in  the  town  may  challenge  and  assail  the  facts  as 
they  appear  from  record,  which  the  statute  makes  evidence, 
by  action,  in  this  collateral  way. 

The  statute  provides  how  the  facts  necessary  to  authorize 
the  issuing  of  the  bonds  of  the  towns  shall  be  ascertained  and 
determined. 

Consent  must  be  obtained  in  writing,  and  proved  by  a  sub- 
scribing witness  in  the  form  and  manner  prescribed,  or 
acknowledged  as  deeds  are  required  to  be  acknowledged  for 
the  conveyance  of  real  estate,  "  of  persons  owning  more  than 
one-half  of  the  taxable  property  assessed  and  appearing  upon 
the  last  assessment  roll  of  such  town ;  and  a  majority  of  tax- 
payers as  appears  by  such  assessment  rolls  respectively." 

These  facts,  when  ascertained,  are  to  be  proved  by  the  affi- 
davits of  the  assessors  of  the  town,  or  a  majority  of  them,  and 
it  is  made  their  duty  to -make  such  affidavit. 

The  consents  and  the  affidavit,  with  a  copy  of  the  assessment 
roll,  are  then  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county 
and  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  town,  ''  and  the  same,  or 
a  certified  copy  thereof,  shall  be  evidence  of  the  facts  therein 
contained  and  certified,  in  any  court  of  the  state  and  before 
any  judge  or  justice  thereof." 

The  statute  makes  this  evidence  of  the  jurisdictional  and 
all  other  facts.  It  is  in  the  nature  of  a  record,  and  imports 
absolute  verity,  so  long  as  it  remains  as  a  record  upon  the 
files  of  the  county  and  town  clerks'  offices.  The  object 
of  this  action  is  not  to  correct  the  record  so  as  to  make  it  con- 
form to  what  the  plaintiff  claims  the  facts  to  be,  but  to  prevent 
the  commissioners  from  acting  and  performing  the  duty 
imposed  upon  them  by  law,  upon  what  the  statute  declares 
shall  be  evidence  in  all  places  throughout  the  state.  The 
law  makes  it  evidence  of  the  facts  "  therein  contained  and 
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certified"  before  this  court,  and  every  other  in  the  state,  and 
for  all  purposes. 

The  statute  does  not  make  it  prima /acie  evidence  merely, 
but  evidence  absolutely  and  unqualifiedly. 

The  issue  which  the  plaintiff  in  his  complaint  tenders  is 
that  this  record  is  a  false  witness  which  does  not  certify  the 
truth,  and  should  not  therefore  be  regarded  and  acted  upon, 
or  held  as  evidence  of  the  facts  as  the  statute  ordains.  In 
other  words,  we  are  called  upon  to  say  that  what  the  law 
makes  evidence  is  no  evidence,  and  that  public  officers  shall 
not  act  upon  it,  and  perform  their  duties  in  accordance  with 
it  as  the  law  requires.  It  is  quite  obvious  that  this  cannot 
be  done  in  this  way.  It  would  be  quite  intolerable  to  allow 
every  tax-payer  in  the  town  to  drag  public  officers  into  court 
in  this  way,  and  put  them  to  the  expense  and  trouble  of 
defending  the  public  records,  and  proving  them  to  be  true, 
should  evidence  be  allowed  to  be  given  to  the  contrary. 

The  plaintiff  has  plainly  mistaken  his  remedy.  Public 
records  cannot  be  assailed  and  controverted  in  this  collateral 
manner.  His  only  remedy  was  by  a  direct  proceeding  to 
correct  the  record  if  it  was  in  any  respect  incorrect,  and  reform 
the  character  of  the  statutory  witness,  so  that  it  should  speak 
"  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth,''  or 
set  it  aside  and  get  rid  of  it  altogether.  This  principle  was 
established  in  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  Zeyat  (23  N.  Y.y 
140).  It  was  there  held  that  it  could  not  be  proved  by  parol, 
in  an  action,  that  an  official  record  was  not  true.  Starkie,  in 
his  work  on  evidence,  thus  lays  down  the  rule:  "Where 
written  instruments  are  appointed  by  the  immediate  authority 
of  the  law,  or  by  the  compact  of  the  parties,  to  be  the  perma- 
nent repositories  and  memorials  of  truth,  it  is  a  matter  both 
of  principle  and  of  policy  to  exclude  any  inferior  evidence 
from  being  used,  either  as  a  substitute  for  such  instruments 
or  to  alter  or  contradict  them."  (2  StarLy  544,  5th  Am.  ed.) 
Here  the  statute  has  made  this  record  "  the  repository  and 
Tuemorial  of  the  truth,"  and  the  witness  thereof. 
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This  principle  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  ruling  in 
the  case  of  Starin  agt.  Tlie  Town  of  Genoa  (23  N.  Y.,  439). 
In  that  case  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was  competent 
to  show  that  the  written  assent  of  two-thirds  of  the  tax-payers 
of  the  town  had  not  been  obtained,  and  thus  contradict  the 
certificate  of  the  commissioners,  expressly  upon  the  ground 
that  the  statute  in  that  case  had  not  made  the  certificate  evi- 
dence. But  the  contrary  of  that  rule,  even  in  the  class  of 
cases  arising  under  that  statute,  has  been  held  in  the  United 
States  circuit  court. 

Whether  the  plaintiffs  remedy  was,  by  a  common-law  cer- 
tiorari, to  bring  up  the  record  and  proceedings  for  review,  or 
by  some  other  process  to  correct  or  get  rid  of  the  record,  it  is 
unnecessary  now  to  decide.  It  is  enough  that  it  cannot  be 
controverted,  or  its  verity  challenged  or  put  in  issue  in  this 
way,  if  upon  its  face  it  is  fair  and  in  compliance  with  the 
statute.  This  view  is  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of  the 
court  of  appeals,  and  in  the  case  of  Howlcmd  agt.  Eldridge 
(43  N,  y".,  467).  The  ground  of  the  decision  in  that  case 
was  that  the  examination  of  the  consents  and  the  assessment 
roll,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  and  determining  whether 
a  majority  of  the  tax-payers  had  consented  to  the  bonding  of 
the  town,  was  in  the  nature  of  a  judicial  proceeding,  and  that 
the  affidavit  embodying  the  determination  was  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  fact  so  ascertained  and  determined. 

The  principle  is  that  the  verity  of  a  record  or  document,  or 
other  matter  which  the  law  makes  evidence,  is  not  an  issuable 
fact  constituting  a  cause  of  action,  in  a  collateral  action,  unless 
such  record,  document  or  other  matter  is  by  law  made  mere 
prima  facie  evidence,  which  is  not  the  case  under  the  statute 
in  question.  The  statute  makes  the  consents,  copy  of  the 
assessment  roll  and  affidavit,  when  filed,  evidence,  and  gives 
no  right  of  appeal  to  any  other  body  or  tribunal.  No  one 
would  think  of  bringing  and  attempting  to  maintain  an  action 
to  prevent  the  execution  of  a  judgment  or  decree,  on  the . 
ground  that  the  verdict,  or  finding,  was  against  the  weight 
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of  evidence  and  contrary  to  the  real  facte  existing  and  involved 
in  the  issue.  And  yet  this  is  precisely  analogous  in  principle 
to  such  an  action. 

The  complaint  also  alleges  that.the  affidavit  of  the  assessors 
shows  that  the  requisite  number  of  consents  have  been  obtained, 
as  appears  by  the  assessment  rolls  of  1870  and  of  1871 ;  and 
this,  it  is  claimed,  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  statute.  The 
point  is  tlfat  the  last  afisessment  roll  in  the  year  in  which  any 
consents  were  obtained  must  govern,  and  could  alone  be 
referred  to  in  making  up  the  affidavit  for  record.  But  we  are 
of  the  opinion,  in  a  case  situated  as  this  was,  that  both  assess- 
ment rolls  may  properly  be  referred  to.  A  portion  of  the 
consents  were,  as  appears  by  the  complaint,  obtained  in  1870, 
and  the  residue  in  1871 ;  and  the  affidavit  shows  that  the 
requisite  number  of  consents  had  been  obtained  as  appeared 
by  both  rolls.  If  it  so  appeared  by  both  rolls,  it  necessarily 
80  appeared  by  the  last.  The  consents  obtained  before  1871, 
and  in  the  year  1870,  were,  we  think,  properly  filed  and 
counted. 

The  act  of  1871  {Sese.  Laws^  1871,  chap.  127),  amending  the 
act  of  1869,  under  which  the  consents  in  1871  were  obtained, 
was  evidently  designed  to  extend  the  time  for  procuring 
assents,  and  to  enable  proceedings  to  be  completed,  which 
had  already  been  begun,  but  which  had  not  been  completed 
when  the  amendatory  act  was  passed.  It  is  of  no  consequence 
whatever  who  procured  the  consents  to  be  signed  by  the  tax- 
payers. If  their  consents  were  obtained,  and  proved  or 
acknowledged  according  to  the  statute,  as  it  is  to  be  presumed 
they  were,  that  is  sufficient. 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  facts  stated  in 
the  complaint  do  not  constitute  a  cause  of  action  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  against  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  and 
that  the  order  continuing  the  injunction  was  erroneous  and 
should  be  reversed,  and  the  order  granting  the  injunction 
vacated^  with  ten  dollars  costs  of  the  appeal. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
William  V.  Corwin  et  al.  agt.  Alexander  Campbell  et  al. 

It  is  now  well  settled  in  this  state  that  an  ir\junction  cannot  be  sustained  by 
one  or  more  tax-payers  to  prevent  the  collection  of  &  tax  illegally  imposed. 

Consequently  it  cannot  be  sustained  to  restrain  the  future  probable  or  pos- 
sible imposition  of  such  a  tax  which  the  tax-payers  of  a  town  may  become 
liable  to  pay  by  reason  of  the  unauthorized  issuing  of  the  bonds  of  the 
town  for  railroad  purposes. 

If  the  proceedings  of  the  assessors  of  the  town  appear  to  be  in  all  respects 
regular  and  to  comply  with  the  statute,  this  court  has  no  power  by  action 
to  restrain  the  commissioners  by  injunction  flrom  issuing  the  bonds  of  the 
town,  because  the  assessors  may  have  predicated  theur  conclusion  upon 
facts  failing  to  .warrant  it. 

A  different  mode  has  been  provided  for  reviewing  and  correcting  the 
decision  of  the  assessors ;  that  is  to  be  done  by  the  writ  of  certiorari.  Tne 
fact  that  the  parties  entitled  to  apply  for  the  writ  have  omitted  to  do  so 
until  the  right  to  it  has  been  lost  by  lapse  of  time,  will  j  ustify  no  change 
in  the  disposition  which  should  be  made  of  such  application. 

Erie  Speoial  Terrriy  October^  1872. 

Daniels,  J, — This  action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiffs,  as 
tax-payers  of  the  town  of  New  Fane,  to  restrain  the  execution 
and  delivery  of  bonds  of  the  town  in  which  they  are  taxable 
inhabitants,  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  the  Lake  Ontario 
Shore  railroad.  As  tax-payers  of  the  town  they  can  only  be 
injured  by  an  unauthorized  issuing  of  the  bonds  through  the 
circumstance  that  it  will  impose  an  illegal  debt  upon  the 
town  which  they  may  be  eventually  liable  to  be  taxed  to  pay ; 
and  it  is  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  being  subjected  to  that 
injury,  in  case  taxation  should  have  to  be  resorted  to  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  debt  created  by  the  bonds,  that  an 
injunction  is  applied  for  in  this  case. 
Vou  XLV  2 
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That  is  the  sole  and  only  ground  on  which  the  right  to  the 
redress  by  injunction  is  placed.  But  that  is  not  sufficient  to 
entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  such  relief;  for  it  is  now  well  settled 
in  this  state  that  an  injunction  cannot  be  sustained  by  one  or 
more  tax-payers  to  prevent  the  collection  of  a  tax  illegally 
imposed  {Smqtiehanna  Bank  agt.  Supervisors  of  jBroome  Co,j 
25  iT.  Y.,  312;  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co.  agt.  Supervi- 
sors^ cfeo.,  3  Keyes^  182 ;  Rashrouck  agt.  Kingston  Board  of 
Healthy  id.,  480 ;  Messeck  agt.*  Supervisors  of  CoVwirihia  Co.^ 
60  Barl.,  190). 

And  if  an  action  cannot  be  sustained  to  prevent  the  collec- 
tion of  a  tax  unlawfully  imposed  by  the  public  authorities,  it 
must  necessarily  follow  from  that  conclusion  that  it  cannot 
be  sustained  to  restrain  the  future  probable  or  possible  impo- 
sition of  such  a  tax. 

But  if  an  action  for  such  a  purpose  could  be  sustained  by 
tax-payers,  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  complaint  in  this  action 
are  not  sufficient  for  that  purpose;  for  by  the  complaint  it 
appears  that  the  affidavit  of  the  assessors  has  been  made  and 
filed,  showing  that  a  majority  of  the  tax-payers  of  the  town, 
owning  a  majority  of  the  taxable  property  assessed  and 
appearing  upon  the  last  assessment  roll  of  the  town,  consented 
in  writing  that  the  commissioners  might  issue  the  bonds  of 
the  town,  and  take  stock  for  them  in  the  railroad  company 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  such  road. 

This  affidavit  seems  to  be  in  the  form  required  by  §  2  ^ 
chap.  811  of  the  Laws  of  1868,  and  §  2  ^  chap.  241  of  the 
Lanjos  of  1869 ;  and  under  the  provisions  of  those  acts  it  is 
made  evidence  of  the  facts  mentioned  in  it,  and  from  the 
affidavit  it  appears  that  the  commissioners  are  lawfully  author- 
ized to  issue  the  bonds.  These  statutes  in  express  terms 
render  the  affidavit  of  the  assessors  evidence  of  tliat  fact  in 
any  court  of  the  state,  and  before  any  judge  or  justice  thereof; 
and,  as  such  evidence,  it  is  not  liable  to  be  controverted  or 
overthrown  by  allegations  of  its  untruth  made  in  a  collateral 
action,  as  this  action  very  plainly  is.     The  assessors  were 
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required  to  determine  for  themselves  whether  the  facts  existed 
warranting  the  affidavit  made  by  them ;  and  when  they  did 
that,  and  afterwards  eonbnmmated  their  duties  by  swearing  to 
it  and  filing  it,  that  became  the  legal  evidence  upon  which 
the  commissioners  were  to  act  in  issuing  the  bonds.  And  in 
an  action  like  the  present  one  this  court  has  no  power  to 
restrain  them  from  doing  that,  because  the  assessors  may  have 
predic:ated  their  conclusion  upon  facts  failing  to  warrant  it. 
Their  action  cannot  be  reviewed  in  this  manner  {Howland 
agt.  Eldridge^  43  N.  Y,j  457 ;  Pierce  agt.  Wright^  Fourth 
Depwrtment^  General  Term^  MSS.  opinion  hy  Johnson,  J.). 

If  the  conclusion  concerning  these  facts  reached  by  the 
assessors  is  erroneous,  a  different  mode  has  been  provided  for 
reviewing  and  correcting  their  decision ;  that  is  to  be  done  by 
the  writ  of  certiorari.  And  it  affords  ample  authority  for 
redressing  and  correcting  all  the  mistakes  and  irregularities 
which  may  be  legally  complained  of  in  such  proceedings. 
The  fact  that  the  parties  entitled  to  apply  for  the  writ  have 
omitted  to  do  so  imtil  the  right  to  it  has  been  lost  by  lapse 
of  time,  will  justify  no  change  in  tlie  disposition  which  should 
be  made  of  the  present  application.  That  is  the  proceeding 
provided  by  law  for  correcting  such  errors  as  are  now  com- 
plained of;  and  the  neglect  of  the  parties  to  apply  for  it  in 
proper  form  presents  no  ground  for  allowing  an  injunction 
to  be  issued. 

Without  placing  any  particular  stress  npon  the  circumstance 
shown  by  the  defendants,  that  the  bonds  were  actually  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  before  the  suit  was  commenced,  it  must  . 
follow,  from  what  has  been  already  said,  that  the  motion  for 
the  continuance  of  the  injunction  must  be  denied,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
The  People  agt.  Glabk. 

A  complamt  which  seeks  to  recoyer  money  collected  ,by  a  public  officer 
with  interest  does  not  thereby  contain  two  causes  of  action,  upon  one  of 
which,  the  claim  for  interest,  the  defendant  cannot  be  arrested. 

On  the  contrary,  if  ^  defendant  has  received  money  in  a  fiduciary  capacity, 
which  he  refuses  to  pay  over,  he  may  be  arrested  as  well  for  the  interest 
acquired  thereon  as  the  principal. 

There  is  seldom  a  case  where  it  is  proper  on  a  motion,  such  as  an  applica- 
tion to  discharge  from  arrest,  to  try  questions  of  fact;  such  as  whether  the 
complaint  and  affidavit  making  a  demand  which  the  plaintiff  swears  was 
served  by  him,  was  received  by  the  defendant 

A  county  treasurer,  in  receiving  and  paying  out  moneys,  does  not  act  as  an 
agent  for  the  county  or  the  state,  and  therefore  does  not  hold  the  moneys 
free  from  a  fiduciary  capacity  as  to  a  third  person,  his  principal. 

Where  one  party  places  funds  in  the  hands  of  another,  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  a  third,  the  party  in  possession  of  the  fund  stands  in  a  position 
of  trust  towards  the  beneficiary. 

A  county  treasurer  is  a  public  officer,  and  receives  monejrs  of  the  county 
and  the  state  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  and  has  certain  duties  to  perform 
with  those  moneys,  and  is  not  at  liberty  to  use  them  himself. 

Where  he  converts  such  moneys  to  his  own  use,  it  is  a  distinct  and  serious 
breach  of  trust,  for  which  the  Code  provides  that  he  may  be  arrested. 

AVxmy  Special  Term^  Aprils  1873. 
Before  William  L.  Lbabned,  JusUce. 

Assistant  Attorney-General, /or  j^Zoin^j^. 
Mr.  Collier,  for  defendanU 

This  is  a  motion  to  set  aside  an  order  for  arrest. 
One  ground  is  that,  as  it  is  said,  two  causes  of  action  are 
united  in  the  complaint,  on  one  of  which  the  defendant  could 
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not  be  arrested.  If  this  were  the  fact,  it  would  undoubtedly 
be  a  reason  for  setting  the  order  aside.  The  complaint  seeks 
to  recover  money  collected  by  the  defendant  as  county 
treasurer ;  and  the  part  of  the  complaint  which  the  defendant 
deems  to  be  a  second  cause  of  action  is  the  claim  for  interest. 
I  do  not  see  how  this  can  be  called  a  second  cause  of  action. 
The  rate  of  interest  under  the  statute  in  such  cases  may,  per- 
haps, be  fixed  by  the  comptroller.  But  still,  after  all,  the 
demand  is  only  for  interest.  It  is  not  a  distinct  cause  of 
action,  but  is  only  in  the  way  of  damages  for  the  detention 
of  the  money.  Nor  should  I  be  willing  to  say  that  if  a 
defendant  had  received  money  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  which 
he  refused  to  pay  over,  he  might  not  be  arrested  as  well  for 
the  interest  accruing  thereon  as  for  the  principal. 

Another  ground  of  motion  is  that  the  defendant  denies 
that  the  comptroller  served  the  demand  authorized  by  the 
statute. 

The  sworn  complaints  and  the  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  aver  that  this  demand  was  mailed.  It  may  be  that 
the  defendant  did  not  receive  it.  It  is  hardly  possible  that 
the  defendant  intends  to  deny  positively  that  it  was  sent.  At 
any  rate  there  is  seldom  a  case  where  it  is  proper  on  such  a 
motion  as  this  to  try  questions  of  fact  which  may  be  part  of 
the  matters  in  issue.  This  has  been  decided.  An  exception 
might  be  made  where  the  plaintifl^'s  affidavits  were  plainly 
and  grossly  falsie  {Frost  agt.  McCayer,  14  Sow.,  131 ;  Ely 
agt.  Mumfordy  47  BarJxyur^  627). 

Another  ground  of  njotion  is  that  the  principal  cause  of 
action  is  not  one  on  which  an  order  can  be  granted.  The 
defendant  insists  that  he  is  accountable  only  to  the  county  of 
Columbia ;  that  the  money  in  his  possession  was  received  by 
him  as  their  officer,  and  was  not  received  in  any  fiduciary 
capacity  toward  the  state.  He  likens  the  case  to  that  of  a 
principal  paying  money  to  an  agent,  to  be  by  him  paid  to  a 
third  party,  and  urges  that  the  agent  does  not  hold  the  money 
in  a  fiduciary  capacity  as  to  the  third  person.     This  general 
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principle,  stated  barely,  is  probably  correct ;  yet  it  can  only 
apply  where  the  party  in  possession  of  the  funds  is  under  no 
duty  whatever  toward  the  one  who  is  to  receive  them ;  where, 
in  fact,  they  are  still  under  the  absolute  control  of  the  sup- 
posed principal.  Where,  on  the  contrary,  one  party,  places 
funds  in  the  hands  of  another  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  a 
third,  here  the  party  in  possession  of  the  funds  stands  in  a 
position  of  trust  toward  the  beneficiary. 

Now,  in  the  present  case,  the  defendant  is  county  treasurer. 
As  such  he  is  charged  with  the  duty  of  receiving  certain 
moneys  which  are  to  be  applied  to  the  expenses  of  the  countjr, 
and  certain  moneys  which  are  to  be  paid  to  the  state.  I  do 
not  see  that  he  is  the  agent  of  the  county  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  to  the  state  money  of  the  county,  any  more  than  he 
is  the  agent  of  the  state  for  the  purpose  of  paying  to  tlie 
county  money  of  the  state  {Supervisors  agt.  White^  30  Bar- 
hour,  Y2).  We  confuse  the  matter  when  we  speak  of  him 
merely  as  an  agent.  He  is  a  public  officer.  He  received 
moneys  which  it  was  his  duty  to  pay  to  the  county.  He  also 
received  moneys  which  it  was  his  duty  to  pay  to  the  state. 
The  moneys  were  not  his.  He  received  them  in  a  fiduciary 
capacity ;  that  is,  he  had  certain  duties  to  perform  with  those 
moneys,  and  he  was  not  at  liberty  to  use  tliem  for  himself. 
These  moneys,  it  is  alleged,  he  has  converted  to  his  own  use. 
That  is  a  distinct  and  serious  breach  of  trust ;  a  great  viola- 
tion of  his  duty  as  a  public  officer. 

It  is  not  material  whether  ho  is  called  county  treasurer,  or 
whether  he  is  elected  by  the  inhabitants  of  a  county  or  by 
the  people  of  the  state,  or  whether  he  is  appointed  by  the 
government.  However  he  obtains  his  office  he  is  a  public 
officer,  and  he  is  bound  to  perform  its  duties.  If  one  of  those 
is  to  receive  moneys  and  pay  them  over  to  the  state,  and  if 
he  receives  such  moneys,  and,  instead  of  paying  them  to  the 
state,  converts  them  to  his  own  use,  I  do  not  see  why  he  is 
not  liable  to  arrest.  The  Code  (§  179)  authorizes  an  arrest  in 
an  action  for  money  received,  or  property  fraudulently  mis- 
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applied  by  a  public  oflScer,  or  by  any  person  in  a  fiduciary 
capacity.  Now,  this  was  money  received  by  a  public  officer ; 
and  furthermore,  if  it  was,  as  alleged,  converted  by  him,  then 
it  was  fraudulently  misapplied.  If,  then,  the  state  has  a 
right  of  action  against  the  defendant  for  moneys  received  and 
converted,  as  to  which  I  suppose  there  is  no  doubt,  then  it  seems 
to  follow  that  in  such  an  action  he  can  be  arrested.  It  is  not 
a  mere  non-payment  of  the  money  that  is  charged.  The  alle- 
gation is  that  he  has  converted  the  money  to  his  own  use. 
If  the  defendant  did  this,  he  acted  unlawfully  in  a  matter  of 
public  trust.  In  fact,  the  language  of  the  Code  is  so  broad 
that  it  gives  the  right  of  arrest,  in  terms  at  least,  in  an  action 
for  money  received  by  a  public  officer,  so  that  it  would  seem 
that  whenever  there  is  a  right  of  action  against  a  public  offi- 
cer for  moneys  received  by  him,  he  may  be  arrested.  So, 
too,  he  may  be  arrested  for  any  misconduct  or  neglect  in 
office.  It  seems  to  me,  then,  that  the  order  of  arrest  was 
properly  granted  and  the  motion  must  be  denied,  with  ten 
dollars  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Alisxanbeb  Holland,  treasurer,  etc.,  agt.  Stephen  B. 

Hatman. 

Where  in  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  money  by  the  def endbnt,  received 
in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  the  defendant  sets  up  as  a  defence  that  he  was 
robbed  of  the  money  while  traveling  in  a  railroad  car,  and  the  case  is 
referred  to  a  referee,  who  finds  that  the  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  estab- 
lish it  as  a  fact  that  the  defendant  had  taken  or  converted  the  money  in 
dispute, — Heldy  on  appeal,  that  there  being  no  exception  in  the  case  except 
the  exceptions  to  the  report,  while  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  evidence 
as  reported  is  sufficient  to  create  grave  doubts  as  to  the  fact  of  the  robbery, 
it  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  a  case  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  recover  money 
ft'om  the  defendant. 

J^ew  York  General  Term^  November y  1872. 
Appeal  from  a  judgment  at  special  term  in  fevor  of  the 
defendant. 

Andrew  H.  H.  Dawson,  C(ywasel  for  jpLaintiff^  appellant 

The  complaint  in  the  above  action  sets  fortn  that  on  the 
11th  day  of  March,  1868,  defendant  was  in  the  employment 
of  plaintiff  as  an  express  messenger,  and,  as  such  messenger 
on  the  Cincinnati,  Hamilton  and  Dayton  railroad,  had  posses- 
sion of  $20,000,  which  sum  he  there  and  then  embodied. 
The  defendant's  answer  traverses  only  the  embezzlement ;  all 
other  allegations  of  the  complaint  are  admitted.  To  establish 
the  embezzlement  plaintiff  relies  on  the  testimony  of  some 
fourteen  witnesses  and  defendant's  own  explanation  of  the 
non-delivery  of  the  money,  or,  more  accurately  speaking,  his 
eitplanationSy  for  in  speaking  about  it  at  different  times  and 
places,  his  testimony  has  been  "  one  thing  in  Jerusalem  and 
another  thing  in  Rome."  In  order  to  make  our  way  to  the 
truth  short,  direct,  clear  and  easy,  I  will  first  put  defendant's 
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own  written  exculpatory  statement,  sentence  by  sentence, 
through  the  crucible  of  an  analysis,  and  as  I  proceed  will  call 
your  attention  to  such  established  facts  and  fortunate  circum- 
stances as  I  shall  claim  conspire  to  brand  every  word  of  it  as 
inventions  and  to  force  upon  the  mind  the  conviction  that  the 
whole  affair  was,  in  the  slang  parlance  of  the  day,  "  a  put  up 
job.''  Immediately  after  the  occurrence  of  the  -alleged  rob- 
bery, while  surrounded  by  sympathizing  friends  on  the  train, 
defendant  stated  that  between  Olendale  and  Lockland  three 
men  in  masks  entered  the  express  car  by  its  front  door  and 
robbed  him.  The  first  question  to  be  settled,  then,  is,  did 
(my  person  or  persons  enter  that  express  c&r  front  door  that 
night  between  Glendale  and  Lockland,  and  if  yea,  how  many  ? 
Defendant  says  three  men  did  it.  I  say  nobody  did.  Now  to 
the  proof.  Affirmatives  are  always  much  more  susceptible  of 
proof  than  negatives,  and  I  will  admit  defendant  starts  with 
that  advantage,  but  how  long  does  he  keep  it?  What  is  the 
nature  and  character  of  the  evidence  by  which  he  proposes  to 
establish  in  &is  issue  the  affirmative  ?  Simply  his  own  nncor- 
roborated  statement.  Has  he  introduced  any  reputable  wit- 
nesses to  establish  for  himself  a  high  character  for  integrity 
in  order  to  entitle  his  naked  story  to  consideration  ?  Nay, 
not  one.  Then  it  becomes  our  stern  duty  to  scan  with  the 
severest  scrutiny  the  peculiar  circumstances  under  which  the 
alleged  robbery  occurred  and  under  which  he  modeeUy  asks 
us  to  take  his  mere  word  for  so  much ;  and  the  first  question 
that  seems  to  demand  an  answer  from  this  outlook  is,  did  he 
have  anything  to  dread  on  the  one  hand  or  gain  on  the  other 
that  to  prevent  or  accomplish  falsehood  might,  under  certain 
drcnmstances,  better  serve  him  than  could  truth,  and  to  this 
question  the  answer  is  bound  to  come  that  ^^  certainly  he  did." 
In  the  first  place,  embezzlers  in  Ohio  have  to  face  the  gaping 
jaws  of  a  hnngry  state  prison,  and  if  he  was,  as  I  contend  the 
evidence  conclusively  proves,  guilty  of  that  very  crime  on  that 
very  occasion,  then  that  he  should  be  ready  with  all  manner 
of  lies  coined  to  circulate  for  the  purpose  of  diverting  atten- 
VOL.  XLV.  3 
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tion  from  his  gnilt  should  excite  no  Burprise;  and  on  the 
other  hand,  if  of  embezzlement  he  had  been  guilty  then  and 
there,  then  he  had  quietly  bagged  the  snug  little  sum  of 
$20,000,  and  to  lie  had  the  double  inducement  to  be  found  in 
coveted  protection  and  profit.  He  could  not  speak  the  truth 
and  escape  conviction  or  keep  the  money.  What  did  he 
commit  the  crime  for  but  to  get  the  money,  and  if  he  was 
depraved  enough  to  trample  on  the  laws  of  man  which  inhibit 
stealing,  would  he  probably  be  found  toa  conscientious  to 
trample  on  the  divine  canon  which  says  thou  shalt  not  lie? 
There  is  no  other  passion  under  the  despotism  of  which  fallen 
man  will  stoop,  in  meanness  so  low  or  sore,  in  reddessness  so 
high;  as  under  that  of  avarice. 

Defendant's  exculpatory  explanation,  then,  it  would  fifeem, 
has  to  depend  upon  its  own  merits,  as  he  has  not  dared  to  set 
up  any  pretensions  whatever  to  merits  of  his  own  to  sustain 
it,  and,  unfortunately  for  him,  when  we  attempt  to  ascertain 
what  its  merits  are,  we  find  that  it  is  not  only  wofully 
deficient  in  plausibility,  but,  instead  of  being,  as  the  truth 
always  is,  corroborated  by  contemporaneous  circumstances,  it 
is  categorically  contradicted  by  every  fact,  incident  and  cir- 
cumstance that  has  casually  or  otherwise  come  to  light  in  the 
history  of  this  afiEair.  While,  then,  the  aflSrmative  is  sup- 
ported only  by  the  assertions  and  assumptions  of  defendant, 
the  negative  is  supported  by  the  positive  proof  of  conductor 
Greely,  which  is  corroborated  by  the  concurrent  testimony  of 
witnesses  Hatmaker,  Skillman,  Hazen  and  Ellis,  as  well  as  by 
every  circumstance  connected  with  the  occurrence,  and  every 
word  the  defendant  himself  uttered  at  the  time  or  subse- 
quently about  it.  Conductor  Greely  swears  that  when  the 
train  left  Glendale  he  stepped  off  of  the  depot  platform  on.  to 
the  rear  platform  of  the  first  passenger  coach  in  front  of  the 
express  car,  and  took  the  last  seat  in  the  rear  end  of  that 
coach,  from  which  he  had  through  the  rear  end  window  a  full 
and  plain  view  of  the  express  car  front  door,  and  of  more  than 
half  of  the  coach  and  car  platforius  inter vepiqg;  tht^t  when 
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the  train  left  Glendale  no  person  was  on  either  of  those  plair 
formSy  or  could  have  gotten  on,  or  have  survived  an  attempt 
to  get  oflF,  between  Glendale  and  Loekland,  as  they  were  run- 
ning fifty  miles  per  hour  to  make  up  lost  time ;  that  between 
Glendale  and  Loekland  no  person  j?<M*erf  through  said  passen- 
ger coach  towards  the  express  car^  and  finally  in  terms  dis- 
tinct, positive  and  emphatic  he  says  that  between  Glendale 
and  Loekland  no  human  being  that  night  parsed  into  that 
easpress  car  through  its  front  door.  This  witness,  remember, 
elsewhere  testifies  that  for  fifteen  years  he  has  filled  the  post 
of  a  passenger  coach  conductor.  This  fact  is  pregnant  with 
significance.  The  first  conclusion  we  must  draw  from  it  is, 
that  he  must  enjoy  an  amount  of  railroad  ofiicial  confidence 
commanded  only  by  men  of  incorruptible  integrity,  and  the 
second  conclusion  that  follows  naturally  is,  that  he  must  be 
endowed  with  the  highest  qualifications  for  an  ofSce  he  has 
filled  so  long. 

I  must  be  permitted  to  insist  that  his  testimony,  as  to  a  fact 
that  involves  the  habit  and  gift  of  observation,  is  entitled  to 
far  greater  weight  than  the  same  testimony  would  be  emanat- 
ing from  a  witness  equally  respectable  and  equally  intelligent, 
but  whose  habits  and  duties  did  not  so  constantly  press  his 
observation  into  scout  and  skirmish  service  as  did  his. 

But,  fortunately,  Mr.  Greely's  testimony  is  corroborated 
by  that  of  Skillman,  who  states  no  person  was  on  those  plat- 
forms when  he,  passing  through  the  express  car,  where  he 
saw  defendant  alone,  passed  into  that  same  passenger  coach 
only  one  minute  before  defendant,  says  he  was  robbed. 
Defendant  knowing  how  necessary  it  would  be  for  him  to 
show,  to  beguile  suspicion,  that  he  had  not  surrendered  to 
robbers  without  making  a  manly  display  of  resistance,  tells 
witness  Hazen  that  when  the  robbers  assailed  him  be  grap- 
pled with  them  and  a  st/ruggle  ensued.  Hatmaker  swears 
that  he  was  lying  on  a  table  in  the  adjoining  mail-room, 
between  which  and  the  express  room  there  was  nothing  but 
a  very  thin  flooring  partition,  and  that  had  any  straggle  have 
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occurred,  then  and  there,  he  Tnvst  have  heard  it,  and  tJutt  he 
heard  none.  Here,  then,  is  another  clear  corroboration  for 
Greely,  and  peremptory  contradiction  for  defendant. 

Ellis  swears  that  when  he  went  into  the  express  car  with  Hat- 
maker  and  Nye,  while  defendant  was  still  lying  where  those 
terrible  robbers  had  knocked  him  senseless  on  the  floor,  there 
was  not  the  first  sign  or  evidence  that  anything  like  a  struggle 
could  have  recently  been  enacted  there.  Here,  then,  is  the 
concurrent  testimony  of  four  imimpeachable  witnesses  to 
facts  and  circumstances,  all  of  which  directly  tend  and  con- 
jointly conspire  to  prove  that  when  defendant  said  that 
between  Olendale  and  Lockland  three  robbers,  in  masks, 
entered  that  express  car  front  door  that  night,  that  he  wan- 
tonly and  willfully  lied. 

And  the  next  paragraphs  in  his  statement,  to  which  I  beg 
your  permission  to  attract  your  special  attention,  are  in  the 
following  language ;  "  The  packages  I  got  along  the  road  I 
was  rotating  with  the  bills  when  I  was  robbed ;  I  had  the 
packages  and  bills  on  my  lap,  the  packages  next  to  me  and 
the  bills  front  of  me;  as  I  took  the  packages  I  looked  at  it ; 
I  laid  it  on  the  top  of  the  safe-door ;  I  had,  perhaps,  six 
packages  on  my  safe-door;  this  was  the  time  the  robbery 
took  place,  which  was,  perhaps,  half-way  between  Glendale 
and  Locklaild." 

By  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Clark,  plaintiff  proved  that  there 
was  on  that  "  run  "  that  night  sixty-two  money  packages  and 
twelve  packages  of  jewelry  and  other  valuables.  By  the  tes- 
timony of  witnesses  Clark,  Holton  and  Greely,  a  striking 
external  resemblance  between  these  twelve  packages  and  the 
money  packages  is  established. 

This  important  fact  defendant  does  not,  nay,,  dare  not,  dis- 
pute. Greely  says  he  mistook  one  of  them  for  a  money 
package.  '  Witnesses  Clark,  Holton  and  Edmunds  all  swear 
that  eoeryone  of  these  y^i^^/y  packages  came  safely  to  ha/nd^ 
but  of  the  money  not  one  dollar  did.  Look  at  this  fact  from 
whatever  stand-point  you  may,  and  admit,  you  ipust,  that  it 
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is  an  inscrutable  mystery.  But  the  moment  you  begin  to 
look  into  it  the  mystery  vanishes.  If  the  robber  was  a  high- 
wayman, this  feature  amounts  to  a  fathomless  riddle..  If  the 
defendant  was  himself  the  thief,  it  ceases  to  be  a  riddle. 

Had  that  man  that  got  that  $20,000  have  been  a  highway- 
man, those  jewels,  instead  of  coming  safely  to  hand,  would 
have  been  offered  for  sale  in  forty-eight  hours  afterward  in 
St.  Louis,  or,  perhaps,  in  New  York  city.  Whereas  the 
defendant,  if  he  did  not  have  a  name,  did  have  a  local  habi- 
tation, and  that  jewelry  was  destined  for  that  very  vicinity. 
He  could  neither  wear  it  or  sell  it  without  inviting  detection. 
Jewels  are  not  only  easily  susceptible  of  identification,  but 
being  worn  as  they  are  to  ornament  the  person,  are  more 
liable  to  be  noticed  than  any  other  species  of  property. 

On  the  night  this  money  disappeared  the  messenger  had  in 
his  possession  seventy-four  packages ;  sixty-two  were  money, 
and  twelve  jewelry.  These  facts  you  will  find  in  Mr.  Clark's 
evidence.  Those  packages  were  addressed  in  seventy-four 
different  and  distinct  styles  of  writing,  some  of  them  more, 
others  less,  legible.  Defendant  states  that  when  he  was  rob- 
bed he  was  engaged  checking  them  off  on  his  way-bill  or 
report,  and  that  he  had  checked  off  ^^  perhaps  six  packages," 
and  that  the  rest  were  in  his  lap.  Hatmaker  testifies  that  not 
more  than  one  minute  had  elapsed  from  the  time  he  saw  him 
alone  in  his  express  room  before  he  heard  him  groan,  and 
rushed  to  his  relief,  and  when  he  reached  him  he  found  him 
still  alone  but  prostrate,  and  ofppa/renUy  senseless  on  the  floor. 
There  were  no  robbers  there  then,  7ior  signs  that  any  hadheen 
{here. 

The  distance  from  Glendale  to  Lockland  is  four  miles. 
Defendant  says  he  was  robbed  about  half-way  between  Glen- 
dale and  Lockland,  and  Oreely  testifies  that  the  train  was 
running  fifty  miles  an  hour,  which  would  bring  it  to  Lock- 
land  in  two  minutes  and  twenty  seconds  from  the  time 
defendant  says  he  was  robbed.  These  facts  assist  us,  with  the 
evidence  of  Hatmaker,  to  ascertain  about  how  long  those 
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redovhtahle  robbers  were  engaged  iu  putting  defendant 
through,  and  under  no  aspect  of  the  case  can  it  be  pretended 
that  they  occupied  his  attention  over  two  minutes,  and  to 
credit  'defendant's  story,  you  believe  that  three  robbers 
(probably  illiterate)  rushed  into  his  car,  assailed  him  with  a 
pistol  barrel^  knocked  him  senseless,  and  then,  in  the  space 
of  two  minutes,  gathered  up  seventy-four  money  and  jewelry 
packages,  and,  carefully  and  correctly  reading  the  indorse- 
ments made  upon  their  backs  and  faces,  separated  the  money 
from  the  jewelry,  and  decided  to  take  the  one  and  to  leave 
the  other,  something  they  would  not  have  done  if  they  could, 
and  could  not  if  they  would. 

When  Greely  asked  defendant,  immediately  after  the 
alleged  robbery  occurred,  what  amount  of  money  he  had  on 
that  "  run,"  defendant  answered  $20,000.  How  did  he  come 
to  know  that  ?  Did  he  not  tell  Sloan  that  when  he  was  rob- 
bed he  was  engaged  checking  off  his  packages,  and  had 
checked  off  only  "perliaps  six  packages?"  How  did  he 
know,  then,  what  was  in  the  rest?  Does  his  statement  to 
Sloan  not  show  that  the  train  had  been  stopping  at  all  the 
depots  between  Kichmond  and  Olendale,  and  that  he  had 
been  putting  off  and  taking  on  freight  and  money  all  along 
the  route  ?  "Was  that  not  enough  to  have  kept  him  busily 
occupied  ?  How  did  he  come  to  know,  then,  I  repeat,  how 
much  he  had  on  that ''  run  ?"  There  can  be  but  one  answer. 
He  had  carefully  gone  over  that  long  catalogue  of  packages, 
and  added  up  the  sixty-two  distinct  items.  What  did  he  do 
thai  for  t  He  had  a  motive  for  doing  it,  and  what  other 
motive  could  he  have  had,  to  unnecessarily  thus  overtax  his 
jaded  mind  and  limbs,  but  to  ascertain  whether  the  aggregate 
'amount  in  his  possession  that  night  was  large  enough  to  jus- 
tify putting  up  a  job  to  get  away  with.  Hatmaker  testifies 
that  about  one  minute  after  Skillman  passed  through  the 
express  car  into  the  next  coach,  he  (witness)  went  into  the 
express  car  and  asked  defendant  how  soon  he  ^^  would  be 
through  with  his  work,"  and  that  he  answered  "  in  a  few 
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moments,"  when  witness  added,  "  when  you  get  through  come 
into  the  mail  room,"  which  defendant  jpromiaed  to  do.  Yet 
defendant  gives,  as  an  apology  for  not  giving  the  alarm  when 
he  was  assaulted,  that  he  did  "  not  know  any  one  was  nea/rP 
To  Greely,  on  the  train,  and  to  Clark  and  Hazen,  at  his  room 
in  Cincinnati,  defendant  stated  that  he  had  been  robbed  by 
three  robbers,  but  to  Mitchell,  subsequently,  and  on  the  14th 
of  the  following  July,  to  Sloan,  at  Indianapolis,  he  dropped 
a  robber,  and  stated  that  he  had  been  robbed,  not  by  three, 
but  by  two.  To  Sloan  he  described  these  robbers  as  "  com- 
monsized  tnen^^^  but  to  Hazen  ho  said  one  was  a  "  hig^  tally 
and  the  other  a  chunchy  man." 

These  contradictions  in  his  own  narrative  utterly  destroy 
its  reliability,  even  if  it  were  not,  as  it  repeatedly  is,  flatly 
contradicted  by  unimpeachable  witnesses,  the  light  of  science 
and  the  laws  of  nature. 

Hatmaker  stated  that,  jnst  before  hearing  defendant  groan, 
he  heard  a  door  slam.  Doubtless  that  was  the  front  door  of 
the  express  car.  Defendant  had  most  probably  gone  to  that 
door  to  see  whether  there  was  any  person  on  those  intervening 
platfonns  on  his  way  to  the  Express  car,  who  might  prove  an 
inopportune  intruder  in  the  midst  of  an  attempt  upon  his 
part  to  sufficiently  scare  up  his  own  frontispiece  to  furnish  a 
basis  for  a  robbery  rumor,  and  so,  instantly  upon  discovering 
that  the  coast  was  clear,  he  went  in  upon  himself,  and,  in 
thirty  seconds,  whipt  his  fight,  overpowered  hintself ;  in  fact, 
mauled  himself  into  what  the  doctors  call  a  comatose  condi- 
tion. He  made  out,  however,  to  groan  lustily  enough  to 
summon  Hatmaker  to  his  side,  who  found  the  poor,  badly 
abused  youth  prostrate  and  senseless  upon  the  floor. 

Hatmaker,  never  dreaming  that  defendant  was  playing 
possum  on  him,  and  that  he  himself  was  playing  the  part  of 
an  alarmist  in  a  farce,  rushed  into  the  next  car  for  assistance, 
and  soon  returned  with  witness  Ellis  and  a  Mr.  Nye.  When 
they  entered  the  express  car,  there  they  found  defendant  in  a 
state  of  admirably  preserved  insensibility,  sitting  up  in  his 
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cAaiTj  a  patient  candidate  for  the  office  of  a  good  Samaritan ; 
and,  while  he  was  in  this  comatose  state,  and  these  benevo- 
lent gentlemen  were  exerting  themselves  to  revive  him,  all 
at  once,  without  any  known  cause  or  perceivable  provocation, 
he  flew  suddenly,  in  the  very  face  of  his  friends  and  of  science, 
and  commenced  walloping  the  one  and  illustrating  the  vaga- 
ries of  the  other.  His  friends  beat  a  retreat,  but  the  issue 
between  him  and  science  will  not  be  settled  until  your  honor 
adjudicates  this  case.  He  pursued  his  friends,  however,  into 
the  next  coach,  where,  Ellis  tells  us,  he  immediately  ^'  calmed 
down."  and  commenced  talking  rationally,  telling  Qreely  and 
Hatmaker  correctly  where  his  safe  key  cotdd  be  found,  and 
telling  Greely  correctly  how  much  money  he  had  in  that 
'^  run ;"  and  right  here  it  is  that  science  steps  in,  and,  in  a 
most  malignant  and  perverse  spirit,  tears  into  tatters  and 
doll  rags  the  flimsy  woof  and  web  of  his  simulations  so  cun- 
ningly designed  to  impose  upon  half-educated  ignorance. 

Yet  defendant's  physical  strength  returned  before  his 
mental,  for  Ellis  swears  that  he  commenced  muttering  non- 
sense about  getting  even  with  sons  of  bitches,  and^  at  the 
same  time,  striking  out  indiscriminately  at  everybody  about 
him. 

Now,  for  months,  this  defendant  has,  through  his  learned 
and  able  counsel,  known  that  every  word  of  this  testimony 
would  be  read  on  this  trial,  and  yet  not  one  word  of  evidence 
has  been  introduced,  either  to  refute  it,  if  it  be  theoretical 
error,  or  to  prove  that,  if  it  be  correct,  his  condition  at  the 
time  was  exactly  what  medical  gentlemen  say  it  would  have 
been  if  be  really  had  been  knocked  insensible.  The  truth  is 
that,  instead  of  being  knocked  into  a  comatose  condition, 
he  was  not  injured  at  all.  Hazen  and  Mitchell  say  they 
examined  his  wounds,  and  that  they  were  sUgkt ;  and  Mitchell 
says  they  had  the  appearanoe  of  having  been  made  with 
a  pistol  barrel,  with  the  cock  down  {in  the  hand). 

The  truth,  doubtless,  is  that  defendant  d<»red  not  call  a 
physician  at  the  time.    A  skilliul  surgeon  might  not  have 
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been  readily  found  able  or  willing  to  swear  that  from  those 
little  scratches,  all  in  one  jpldce^  over  the  right  eye  of  the 
defendant,  concussion  could,  in  tlie  nature  of  things,  have 
ensued ;  and  that  is,  I  dare  say,  the  true  and  only  reason  that 
can  be  given  for  his  not  having  called  in,  at  the  time,  a  phy- 
sician ;  or,  if  he  did,  does  not  call  him  to  the  witness  stand 
in  this  action.  Greely  and  Hatmaker  state  that  all  the  doors 
to  the  express  car  were  closed  and  locked  that  night  between 
Olendale  and  Lockland.  They  also  testify  that  the  side 
doors  could  be  opened  only  from  the  inside^  and  the  end 
doors  only  with  a  pass  key  from  the  outside.  Skillman  tes- 
tifies that  he  had  just  passed  through  that  end  front  door, 
and  closed  it  behind  him ;  and  defendant  proves  it  was  closed 
when  he  alludes  to  the  manner  in  which  it  was  opened  by 
his  abrupt  visitors.  But  if  it  be  true  that  he  was  robbed  by 
highwaymen,  how  does  it  come  that  they  had  pass  keys  to 
his  own  door,  and  so  fortunately  happened  to  stumble  in 
upon  him  when  he  had  a  money  "  run "  of  $20,000,  instead 
of  selecting  some  other  night  when  he  had  but  little  or  no 
money.  These  two  facts  call  upon  him  more  than  upon  aiiy 
other  person,  trumpet-tongued,  for  an  explanation.  Admit 
that  others  might  have  furnished  pass  keys  to  robbers,  yet 
who  but  himself  cotdd  have  told  them  when  to  come  ? 

If  there  were  any  robbers  on  that  express  car  that  night, 
whence  did  they  come  and  whither  did  they  go  ?  Hatmaker 
was  lying  in  the  mail-room  with  his  face  to  the  passage-way 
leading  firom  the  express,  past  the  maU,  to  the  baggage-room, 
and  he  swears  nobody  passed  one  way  or  the  other  through 
that  passage-way  between  Olendale  and  Lockland.  Greely 
was  on  guard  at  the  same  time  over  the  front  door  of  the 
express  car,  and  swears  that  nobody  entered  it  or  fled  through 
it  Greely,  Skillman  and  Hatmaker  all  swear  that  all  the 
doors  to  the  express  car  were  closed  and  locked ;  and  what  I 
want  to  know  now  is,  if  there  were  any  robbers  in  it  that 
night,  at  that  time  and  place,  how  did  they  get  in,  and  how 
did  they  get  out  f 
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I  beg  leave,  in  conclusion,  to  call  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that  not  one  dollar  was  received  that  night  at  Glendale 
by  defendant,  nor  was  one  dollar  ever  shown  to  have  been 
in  defendant's  possession,  either  when  they  arrived  there  or 
subsequently.  My  theory  is  that  he  had  a  confederate,  to 
whom,  after  carefully  separating  the  money  from  the  jewelry, 
he  handed  the  money,  either  at  Glendale  or  at  the  first  sta- 
tion beyond  it,  and  that,  had  he  been  searched  that  evening, 
nothing  would  have  been  found  on  his  person.  Plaintiffs 
want  a  judgment  in  this  case  for  two  seneSble  purposes ;  first, 
they  want  to  be  able  to  make  it  out  of  defendant,  if  he  is 
ever  able  to  pay  it,  and,  even  more  than  t&at,  they  want  to 
teach  all  thieves  and  scoundrels  that  when  they  abuse  their 
confidence,  they  will  invite  a  pursuit  and  punishment  fix)m 
which  they  can  never  escape;  that  through  all  of  life's 
winding  ways,  they  are  doomed  to  be  hunted  down  as  out- 
laws, and  that,  too,  by  the  surest  and  swiftest  vengeance  of 
justice ;  and  that  this  court  does,  and  all  courts  do,  sympa- 
thize with  such  sentiments,  I  dare  say  your  judgment  in  this 
ease  will  testify,  and  exercise  a  salutary  influence  to  restrain 
the  predatory  propensities  of  all  men  base  enough  to  trample 
upon  law,  abuse  private  confidence  and  rob  generous  patrons. 

Ira  D.  Wabebn,  covmselfor  defendant^  reymident 

This  action  is  brought  against  the  defendant  for  convert 
ing  to  his  own  use  $19,600  of  the  plaintiff's  money. 

The  allegation  in  the  complaint  is  that  on  or  about  the  11th 
day  of  March,  1868,  the  defendant  unlawftilly  took,  used  and 
carried  away  from  the  plaintiff  and  converted  to  his  own  use 
that  amount  of  money  belonging  to  the  plaintiff.  The  answer 
is  a  positive  denial. 

The  plaintiff  neither  alleges  nor  proves  a  demand  and 
refusal,  so  that  the  question  here  is,  whether  or  not  the  plain- 
tiff has  established  the  fact  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of 
a  felony.  Under  the  pleadings  and  proofs  they  have  taken 
that  burden  upon  themselves. 
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The  referee  finds  that  the  defendant  did  not  convert  the 
money,  and  to  that  finding  the  plaintiff  has  excepted,  and  now 
brings  this  appeal. 

The  question,  therefore,  involves  an  examination  of  the 
entire  evidence,  unless  the  court  should  say  that  where  the 
result  is  deduced  from  a  variety  of  conflicting  and  inconsistent 
circumstances,  and  where  there  is  not  a  particle  of  direct 
evidence,  that  it  is  a  question  wholly  for  the  referee  or  jury. 

The  first  presumption  in  this  case  which  the  plamtiff  must 
overcome,  is  the  defendant's  irmocence^  and  that  is  so  strong 
that  even  where  guilt  can  only  be  established  by  proving  a 
negative,  that  neg&tive  must  be  proved  by  the  party  alleging 
the  guilt,  though  the  general  rule  of  law  devolves  the  burden 
of  proof  on  the  party  holding  the  afl^rmative.  (1  Greenleaf^a 
Evidence^  p.  41,  §  36.) 

The  next  presumption  the  plaintiff  must  overcome  on  this 
appeal  is  the  presumption  that  the  judgment  is  rights  and 
I  claim  that  before  the  court  will  reverse  this  judgment  or 
the  decision  of  the  referee,  founded  on  a  variety  of  circum- 
stances alone,  in  regard  to  which  intelligent  men  may  differ, 
the  plaintiff  must  satisfy  the  court  that  these  circumstances 
are  consistent  with  no  other  theory  but  the  defendant's  guilt. 
{Earnest  v.  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  36  N.  Y.,  10.) 

If  the  defendant  can  show  that  the  evidence  is  far  more  con- 
sistent with  the  guilt  of  two  other  men  who  figured  in  this  tran- 
saction, than  with  his  own,  the  judgment  will  not  be  disturbed. 

This  is  the  first  action  of  trover  I  have  ever  known  where 
there  was  no  direct  evidence  that  the  defendant  took  or  kept 
a  single  dollar  of  the  property. 

When  the  plaintiff  asks  the  court  to  presume,  from  a  variety 
of  conflicting  circumstances,  that  the  defendant  not  only  com- 
mitted a  felony,  but  that  he  robbed  himself  and  then  inflicted 
cuts  and  blows  on  his  own  head  sufficient  to  render  him 
almost  helpless  and  confine  him  to  the  house  for  a  long  time ; 
and  that  in  a  case  where  he  was  found  five  minutes  after  the 
robbery  at  his  post  with  his  face  covered  with  blood,  and  so 


«8         NEW  YORK  PRACTIOE  REPORTS. 

Holland  agt.  Hayman. 

injured  that  these  witnesses  tied  up  his  head,  removed  him  to 
his  home  in  a  wagon,  the  safe  open,  the  money  gone,  and  the 
defendant  there  in  the  condition  described,  with  his  pistol 
broken  into  three  pieces.  There  is  no  evidence  that  he 
exhibited  in  his  conduct  any  evidences  of  guilt,  or  that  any 
person  at  the  tvme  had  the  least  suspicion  that  the  defendant 
committed  the  robbery,  and  no  evidence  that  a  dollar  of  the 
stolen  property  was  ever  found  in  his  possession  or  in  any 
way  traced  to  him,  or  that  there  was  any  confedei*ate  about 
him.  When  called  upon  he  gave  a  full,  clear  and  consistent 
statement  of  the  whole  occurrence.  He  states  that  two  men 
came  into  the  car  with  masks  on,  knocked  him  down  and 
robbed  him. 

Let  us  see  whether  there  is  anything  in  this  testimony 
consistent  with  a  different  theory  than  the  plaintiff's. 

The  two  last  persons  in  the  express  car  were  Hatmaker, 
the  baggage  master,  and  Skillman,  a  vender  of  omnibus 
tickets.  He  swears  that  after  the  train  left  Glendale,  which 
was  just  before  the  robbery  was  committed,  he  went  from 
the  express  car  into  the  forward  passenger  car  after  the  train 
was  in  motion;  that  he  shut  the  door  after  him.  Greely 
contradicts  this;  for  he  says  no  one  was  on  the  platform 
after  the  train  left  Glendale;  that  it  would  have  been 
impossible. 

Nobody  saw  Skillman  after  this  on  the  train.  At  the  next 
station  the  tracks  of  one  man  were  found  leading  from  the 
cars  on  the  opposite  side  from  where  passengers  usually 
get  off. 

Hatmaker  states  that  he  and  Tillman  were  in  the  express 
car  after  it  left  Glendale.  Skillman  has  tried  to  account  for 
himself.  How  does  Hatmaker  account  for  himself?  He  says 
he  went  into  the  mail-room  and  laid  down.  It  was  a  separate 
room ;  the  cars  were  running  forty  miles  an  hour.  He  says 
in  a  short  time  he  heard  a  door  slam,  and  then  a  groan.  Is 
it  poesihley  with  a  car  running  forty  miles  an  hour,  to  hear  a 
groan  in  the  next  room  ?    I  answer  no.    Ton  can  scarcely 
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hear  the  roar  of  thunder  when  sitting  in  the  stillest  running 
cars.  He  then  went  into  Hayman's  room  and  found  him. 
The  two  masked  men  had  gone.  Skillman  was  not  seen 
again.  The  money  and  Skillman  were  gone  but  the  defend- 
ant was  there,  his  &ce  covered  with  blood,  and  his  pistol 
broken  into  three  pieces.  Were  the  men  masked  because 
they  were  hnownt  Take  this  with  Hatmaker's  testimony 
^'  that  no  one  could  get  in  from  the  outside,  that  he  was 
washing  Hayman  off  when  the  train  checked  up  for  Lock- 
land,  that  he  did  not  tell  the  conductor  until  the  train  reached 
Carthage,"  and  ask  who  committed  this  i*obbery,  Hatmaker 
and  Skillman,  or  this  defendant. 

The  plaintiff's  theory  is  that  the  defendant  robbed  him- 
self; that  he  inflicted  on  himself  all  jbhe  wounds  discovered ; 
that  no  one  went  into  the  express  car,  and  no  one  came  out ; 
and  that  it  was  impossible  for  any  one  to  have  done  so  with- 
out being  seen  by  Hatmaker  or  Greely.  After  the  car  left 
Glendale,  and  a  few  minutes  before  the  robbery,  the  defend- 
ant had  all  these  packages  of  money  on  his  lap,  making  up 
his  accounts  as  usual  for  Cincinnati.  What  became  of  ail 
these  jpackagea  of  money  t  No  one  went  out  of  the  car  after 
it  left  Glendale  but  Skillman.  Does  the  plaintiff's  theory 
account  for  this  disappearance  ?  Did  the  defendant  put  them 
in  his  pocket  and  remain  there  exposed  to  certain  detec- 
tion? 

Is  this  consistent  with  human  nature,  or  the  experiences 
indicative  of  guilt  ?  In  the  light  of  human  experiences,  is 
not  this  theory  a  simple  absv/rdUyf 

A  judgment  must  be  founded  on  evidence,  and  not  on  the 
vague  speculations  and  visionary  theories  which  my  learned 
friend's  brilliant  and  active  imagination  creates,  and  which 
he  ui^es  with  much  earnestness  and  zeal. 

Strip  my  learned  friend's  argument  of  all  the  creations  of 
hii^  £mcy,  and  there  is  nothing  left  but  the  pleasing  recollec- 
tion of  a  display  of  vigor  and  energy  worthy  of  a  better 
cause. 
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The  referee,  in  his  opinion  on  the  facts,  has  arrived  at  the 
only  rational  conclusion  an  intelligent  mind  coold  arrive  at 
on  this  evidence. 

The  evidence  shows,  and  it  is  conceded,  that  the  plaintiffs 
have  failed  on  aU  their  criminal  prosecutions  against  this 
defendant,  the  judge  directing  an  acquittal  on  the  plaintiffs' 
evidence. 

The  plaintiffs  have  prosecuted  and  persecuted  this  young 
man  in  every  conceivable  form,  with  a  persistent  determina- 
tion to  stop  when  they  have  finally  effected  his  ruin,  or 
death  shall  have  taken  him  to  the  kinder  custody  of  the 
grave. 

My  learned  friend  has,  from  the  beginning  of  this  prosecu- 
tion, adopted  a  theory  of  this  case,  and  dung  to  it  with  the 
same  perversity  of  affection  whicli  sometimes  leads  a  mother 
to  select  the  monster  or  idiot  of  the  family  as  the  object  of 
her  especial  regard. 

Though  beaten  time  after  time,  he  believes  in  it  still.  He 
is  reftdy  to  sacrifice  every  other  rational  view  to  maintain  his 
pet  tlieory ;  and  he  does  it  with  a  zeal  as  indefatigable  as 
that  which  the  poet  ascribes  to  the  stately  goddess,  who  tired 
out  her  immortal  horses  in  the  work  of  raising  the  nations 
against  Troy,  and  who  offered  to  give  her  darling  Sparta  up 
to  destruction  if  only  she  might  once  see  the  smoke  going  up 
from  the  palace  of  Priam. 

One  observation  further  on  this  evidence  and  I  have  done. 
The  court  will  observe  that  the  testimony  of  the  doctors, 
who  were  called  as  experts,  is  founded  upon  hypothetical 
cases,  not  warranted  by  any  evidence  in  this  case.  Take  Dr. 
Dawson's  testimony.  Who  says  that  the  blow  produced 
"  entire  insensihUitg^^  for  two  or  three  minutes  ?    Nobody. 

Dr.  Murry  is  founded  upon  the  erroneous  supposition  that 
there  was  evidence  that  the  blow  rendered  him  ^^  entirely 
ineensihle^^  for  two  or  three  minutes;  whereas,  nobody 
swears  to  any  such  thing. 

When  a  medical  expert  is  called  to  swear  away  a  man's 
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life  or  his  money,  he  should  be  given  the  exact  facts;  for 
the  uncertainly  of  his  science  is  quite  sufficient  for  human 
nature  to  endure,  when  based  upon  the  exact  facts  of  the  case. 

We  again  repeat  what  we  consider  to  be  the  legal  rule, 
applicable  to  all  this  mass  of  evidence,  viz. :  If  a  party  relies 
upon  circumstantial  evidence  to  make  out  a  case,  the  circum- 
stances must  be  entirely  inconsistent  with  any  other  conclu- 
sion than  the  one  he  seeks  to  mainf^in. 

K  the  referee  or  jury  might  have  adopted  a  different  con- 
clusion, which  is  consistent  with  all  the  circumstances  proved, 
the  court  will  not  disturb  the  findings. 

The  referee  in  this  case  did  determine  that  the  circum- 
.  stances  proved  would  not  justify  him  in  holding  this  defend- 
ant guilty,  and  we  say  he  is  fully  sustained  and  justified 
from  the  evidence. 

We  therefore  ask  that  the  judgment  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

By  the  Courts  Leonard,  J. — The  plaiutiflPs  counsel  sug- 
gested at  the  argument  that  the  referee  had  given  undue  con- 
sideration to  the  defendant's  statement  of  the  robbery,  on  the 
ground  that  the  statement  had 'been  introduced  in  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he,  for  that  reason,  was 
precluded  from  disputing  its  truth. 

Ko  such  question  was  raised  at  the  trial,  nor  does  it  appear 
that  the  statement  had  any  such  influence  with  the  referee  as 
was  suggested. 

There  was  no  objection  at  the  trial  to  the  admission  of  evi- 
dence tending  to  prove  that  the  statement  was  untrue,  nor 
does  the  referee  mentibn  it  in  his  opinion.  He  puts  his 
decision  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence  is  not  sufficient 
to  establish  it  as  a  fact  that  the  defendant  had  taken  or  con- 
verted the  money  in  dispute. 

.There  is  not  an  objection  or  exception  in  the  case,  except 
the  exceptions  to  the  report. 

While  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  evidence  is  sufficient 
to  create  grave   doubts   as  to  the  fact  of  the  robbery,  it 


82  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

BoUand  agt  HaymaiL 

18  not  Bofficient  to  prove  a  case  entitling  the  plaintiff  to 
recover. 

It  is  too  indefinite  and  nnoertain  to  anthoru^  money  to  be 
taken  from  the  defendant  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff! 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  etc. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Albebt  Sohindlbb  and  Fubdebiok  W.  Bolleb,  plaintiff 
and  respondents,  agt.  Geobgb  Euell  and  Hubbbt  Sbmm- 
LEB,  defendants  and  appellants. 

Oreiff  and  Bemmler  were  partners.  Greiff  retired  from  the  firm  and 
Semmler,the  remaining  partner,  thereupon  formed  a  new  copartnership 
with  QeoTge  Euell,  imder  the  firm  name  of  Euell  Ss  Semmler.  Bemm- 
ler then  agreed  with  Euell  that  all  the  property  of  the  (Ad  firm  should 
be  transferred  to  the  new,  and  that  the  new  firm  should  assume  and 
pay  all  the  debts  of  the  old  firm. 

Eddy  to  be  a  vaMd  agreement,  founded  on  a  good  consideration,  and 
although  Bot  in  writing,  was  not  within  the  statute  oi  frauds. 

General  Temiy  December ^  1872. 

Before  Chas.  F.  Daly,  Ck.  J.y  B.  L.  Labbehobe  and 
J.  F.  Daly,  JJ. 

The  plaintiffs  brought  this  action  to  reoover  a  balance  due 
them  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  for  which  it  was  claimed 
the  defendants  were  liable,  imder  the  following  circamstances : 
Plaintiffs  had  their  transactions  first  with  the  firm  of  Sem/nder 
db  Strerribd  in  1868. 

Strembel  retired  from  the  firm  and  one  Charles  Greiff  took 
his  place,  and  the  new  firm  continue  liie  business  under  the 
firm  name  of  Oreiff  <&  Semmler, 

Greiff  subsequently  went  out  and  George  Euell  took  his 
place,  and  the  new  firm,  composed  of  the  present  defendants, 
continued  the  business  under  the  name  oiEwH  <S6  Semmler.. 

The  defendant  Semmler  was  a  member  of  all  the  various 
firms,  and  each  of  the  new  firms  when  formed  continued 
the  business  of  the  preceding  firm,  and  each  continued  their 
Vol.  XLV  6 
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account  with  the  plaintiffs,  right  along,  until  the  same  was 
closed ;  each  of  the  new  firms  assuming  that  portion  of  the 
account  of  their  predecessors  as  was  due  the  plaintifib  when 
the  new  firm  was  formed.  The  defendants  appeared  and 
answered  ^*<nnfly,  denying  the  assumption  by  the  new  firms 
of  the  debts  of  the  old. 

The  action  was  referred  to  Philip  J.  Smith,  Esq.,  as  sole 
referee,  and  he  reported  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  the  sum 
of  $268.55 ;  and  from  this  jitdgment  the  defendant  Euell 
appealed  to  the  general  term  of  the  marine  court  where  the 
judgment  was  affirme49  ^^^  ^^  thereupon  appealed  to  the 
court  of  common  pleas. 

Mebohant  &  Elliott,  yi>r  appellants. 
T>AYiT)  MoAdaXj  ybr  respondents. 

Daly,  C.  J. — The  referee  finds  that  the  assets  of  the  firm 
of  Greiff  &  Semmler,  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  firm,  were 
transferred  to  Semmler,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts 
of  that  firm ;  that  a  new  firm  was  formed,  consisting  of  the 
defendants  Euell  and  Semmler ;  that  the  total  assets  of  the 
old  firm,  making  $10,641.98,  was  put  into  the  new  one  by 
Semmler,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  old  firm, 
and  that  the  sum  of  $3,000  was  put  in  by  Euell ;  that  Euell 
&  Semmler,  in  consideration  of  receiving  all  the  assets  of  the 
late  firm,  agreed  and  promised  to  each  other,  at  the  time  of 
the  formation  of  the  new  firm,  to  pay  off  all  the  debts  of  the 
old  ones,  and  that  the  plaintiff'  claim  was  one  of  these  debts. 

It  was  laid  down  in  the  early  case  of  Leonard  agt.  Vredenr 
hurgh  (12  John.^  38)  by  chancellor  Kent,  as  too  clearly  set- 
tled to  be  questioned,  that  if  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of 
another  be  founded  on  a  new  and  distinct  consideration, 
independent  of  the  debt,  and  one  moving  between  the  parties 
to  the  new  promise,  it  is  not  a  case  within  the  statute,  but 
is  considered  in  the  light  of  an  original  promise;  and  such  is 
the  nature  of  the  promise  in  the  present  case.    So  i^x  as 
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respects  one  oi  the  defendants,  Semmler,  it  is  a  promise  to 
pay  his  own  debt ;  and  it  is  a  general  principle  which  pre- 
vails in  all  the  cases  that  wherever  the  party's  promise  is  in 
effect  to  pay  his  own  debt,  the  statute  cannot  be  resorted  to 
to  enable  him  to  get  rid  of  his  actual  obligation.  (See  the 
cases  collected  in  Brown  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds^  %  163, 
Sded.)  And  as  respects  the  other  defendant  Euell,  there 
was,  in  the  language  of  Chancellor  Kent,  a  new  and  distinct 
consideration  between  him  and  Semmler  upon  which  his 
promise  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  old  firm  was  founded ;  that 
is,  the  receipt  of  the  assets  of  the  old  firm  as  a  part  of  the 
capital  of  the  new.  These  assets  were  in  Semmler's  hands, 
subject  to  the  payment  by  him  of  the  debts  of  the  old  firm ; 
and  when  he  turned  them  over  as  a  part  of  the  capital  of  the 
new  firm,  under  an  agreement  with  Euell  that  the  new  firm 
would  pay  off  all  the  debts  of  the  old  one,  the  joint  interest 
which  Euell  thereafter  had  in  them  was  certainly  a  sufficient 
consideration  to  support  the  promise  which  he  made  contem- 
poraneously with  the  receipt  of  them.  It  was  a  mutual 
obligation  entered  into  by  the  two  members  of  the  new  firm, 
and,  for  all  that  is  known  to  the  contrary,  the  amount  of 
these  assets,  which  were  over  $10,000,  may  have  been  amply 
sufficient  to  pay  off  and  discharge  all  the  debts  due  by  the 
former  firm  of  Greiff  &  Semmler ;  but  whether  they  were  or 
not,  Euell  saw  fit,  as  one  of  the  partners  of  the  new  firm,  to 
take  them  as  an  addition  to  the  capital  of  that  firm,  burdened 
with  the  obligation  to  which  they  had  been  subject  in  the 
hands  of  Semmler. 

I  can  see  no  difference  in  principle  between  this  case  and 
that  of  Lawrence  agt.  Fox  (20  N.  F.,  268).  There,  a  sum 
of  money  was  loaned,  upon  the  promise  by  the  borrower  to 
pay  a  debt  due  by  the  lender  to  another  person ;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  person  to  whom  the  debt  was  due  might  main- 
tain an  action  upon  the  promise  as  one  made  for  his  benefit ; 
and  here  Euell  received  a  joint  interest  in  $10,000  worth  of 
property  upon  a  promise  to  be  jointly  responsible  for  the 
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payment  of  certain  debts  dne  by  the  person  from  whom  he 
received  the  property. 

In  SJcdton  agt.  Brewster  (8  John.^  376)  the  defendant,  in 
consideration  of  receiving  &om  a  person  all  her  household 
goods,  promised  to  pay  a  debt  for  which  that  person  had  been 
arrested  in  execution ;  and  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  a 
collateral  engagement,  but  an  original  undertaking,  upon 
which  an  action  might  be  maintained  by  the  execution  creditor 
for  whose  benefit  the  promise  was  regarded  as  being  made. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  recent  case  of  Oarnsey  agt.  Rogers 
(47  N.  Y.y  233)  giving  any  different  interpretation  of  the 
law  from  that  laid  down  and  acted  upon  in  the  cases  above 
cited.  That  case  simply  declares  that,  to  entitle  a  third  party 
to  maintain  an  action  upon  a  promise  of  this  nature,  the  con- 
tract must  have  been  made  for  his  benefit ;  that  he  must  be 
the  party  intended  to  be  benefited,  which,  it  holds,  was  the 
case  in  Laxorence  agt.  Fox^  and  was  not  the  case  in  Qa/msey 
agt.  Rogers;  for  there,  the  promisor,  in  the  language  of 
judge  Rapallo,  ^^  engaged  to  advance  his  own  money  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  the  property  of  the  promisee;  which 
advance,  when  made,  would  become  a  lien  upon  the  property 
of  the  promisee.'^  Here,  however,  the  contract  made  by 
Semmler  with  his  partner,  Euell,  was  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditors  of  the  old  firm ;  for  the  assets  of  that  firm  were  left 
by  Greiff  with  his  partner,  Se^mller,  subject  to  the  payment 
of  the  firm  debts  which  Semmler  agreed  and  assumed  to  pay ; 
and  when  Semmler,  therefore,  made  these  assets  a  part  of  the 
capital  of  the  new  firm,  upon  the  condition  that  that  firm 
should  assume  and  discharge  the  debts  of  the  old  one,  it  was 
an  agreement  on  his  part,  as  I  have  said,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors  of  the  old  firm,  for  whose  benefit  Semmler  held 
the  assets  before  that  agreement  was  entered  into.  In  other 
words,  it  was  giving  up  property  to  that  firm  which  would 
otherwise  have  gone  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  these 
creditors ;  and  the  new  arrangement  was  as  much  an  engage- 
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ment  for  their  benefit  as  the  arrangement  previonsly  made 
by  Greiff  with  Semmler. 

Euell  having  acquired  a  joint  interest  in  these  assets,  there 
was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  promise  on  his  part,  and 
the  mntoal  agreement  entered  into  cannot  be  regarded  in  any 
other  light  than  as  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors 
of  the  old  firm.  This  being  the  conclusion  upon  the  fitets,  it 
was  not  an  agreement  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of 
fhrads. 

Labbehobe,  J.  {(X)ry)m*rmg). — ^The  referee  has  found,  upon 
confiicting  evidence,  the  facts  establishing  plaintifis'  right  to 
recover ;  and,  unless  the  exceptions  taken  by  the  defendant 
be  sustained  by  authority,  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

The  first  proposition  is  that  the  evidence  at  most  shows 
but  a  parol  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  which  is  void 
by  the  statute  of  fiends 

If  this  were  the  only  conclusion  that  could  be  drawn  from 
the  testimony,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  nonsuit ;  for 
it  is  well  settled  that  a  parol  agreement,  made  by  a  third 
person  with  die  creditor  to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  is  void ; 
and  upon  this  point  the  cases  cited  by  appellants'  counsel  are 
conclusive. 

The  seventh  finding  of  fact  (and  there  was  evidence  to  sup- 
port it)  is  as  foUows : 

^^  That  the  defendants  Euell  &  Semmler,  in  consideration 
of  receiving  all  the  assets  of  the  late  firmi  of  Greiff  &  Semm- 
ler, agreed  and  promised  to  each  other^  at  the  time  of  the 
formation  of  the  new  firm  of  Euell  &  Semmler,  to  discharge 
and  pay  off  all  the  debts  of  the  late  firm  of  Greiff  &  Semm- 
ler, including  the  daim  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action." 

It'  would  thus  appear  that  the  promise  upon  which  the 
plaintiffs  rely,  and  which  was  adjudged  to  have  been  proved, 
was  not  within  the  statute.  It  was  made  by  Euell  with  the 
debtor,  his  copartner  and  co-defendant,  to  pay  the  debt  owing 
by  the  latter  to  his  creditors  the  plaintiffs. 
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It  is  therefore  within  the  class  of  excepted  cases  to  which 
the  statute  does  not  apply  {Lawrence  agt.  Fox^  20  N",  T., 
268 ;  Burr  agt.  Beo^Sy  24  iJ.,  178 ;  Van  Schaiok  agt.  Thirdr 
Ave.  R,  R.  Co,^  38  iJ.,  346 ;  Secor  agt  Lord^  3  Keya^  525 ; 
Packer  agt.  BuckUn,  2  J)e7i.,  45 ;  Delaware  and  Hudson 
Canal  Co.  agt.  The  Westchester  County  Banky  4  iJ.,  97 ;  ^ar- 
ley  agt.  Cleveland^  4  Cbm.,  432,  affirmed  9 16.,  639 ;  /Sbo^  agt 
PilMngton,  15  ^JJ.,  280). 

I  have  examined  all  the  other  exceptions,  and  am  of 
opinion  that  they  are  not  well  taken. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

J.  F.  Daly,  e/!,  dissenting. — It  seetns  to  me  that  the  judg- 
ment in  this  action  should  be  reversed.  The  agreement  of 
the  defendant,  Euell,  taking  the  statements  of  plaintiff's 
witnesses  as  true,  was  a  mere  naked  contract,  without  con- 
sideration, to  pay  the  debt  of  a  third  party  and  clearly  within 
the  statute.  It  was  made  at  tlie  time  he  entered  into  the 
copartnership  with  his  co-defendant,  Semmler,  but  the  mere 
contribution  to  the  firm  by  Semmler  of  his  stock  was  not  a 
delivery  of  property  by  him  to  Euell,  out  of  which  the  latter 
was  to  satisfy  the  plaintiff's  debt  so  as  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  spirit  of  Lawrence  agt.  Fox  (20  N.  Y.^  268)  and 
similar  cases ;  but  was  property  put  into  the  copartnership 
agreement  and  for  copartnership  purposes.  This  property 
was  liable  to  division  with  the  other  assets  on  dissolution,  and 
a  share  of  it  to  be  returned  to  Semmler.  It  was  not  an  irre- 
vocable conveyance  to  Euell  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  old 
creditors ;  and  the  promise  of  the  latter,  it  seems  to  me,  is 
not  to  be  distinguished  in  principle  from  that  discussed  in 
Oamsey  agt.  Rogers  (47  N.  F.,  233). 

There  a  person  taking  a  mortgage  on  real  property,  as  secu- 
rity for  a  loan,  agreed  by  a  stipulation  in  his  mortgage  to  pay 
a  prior  mortgage  given  by  his  debtor  to  a  third  party.  It 
was  held  that  the  promise  was  not  made  for  the  benefit  of  the 
prior  mortgagee,  but  only  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagor, 
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and  differs  from  a  Bimilar  stipulation  in  an  absolute  convey- 
ance. In  this  case  it  is  dear  from  the  evidence  that  the 
promise  of  Euell  was  not  made  for  the  benefit  of  this  plaintiff 
and  the  other  creditors  of  Semmler,  but  for  Semmler's  and 
his  own  benefit  (in  the  copartnership)  only.  "  Mr.  Semmler 
said  he  would  pay  the  old  debts  for  the  sake  of  getting  relieved 
and  of  not  getting  pushed  "  {Semmler* s  testimony,  p.  29). 

There  is  no  testimony  whatever  that  Semmler  dsked  Euell 
to  pay  the  old  debts  for  the  sake  of  the  old  creditors,  or  that 
Semmler  contributed  the  property  to  the  firm  or  entered  into 
the  copartnership  upon  any  agreement  that  the  old  creditors 
should  be  paid.  The  agreement  of  Euell  seems  to  have  been 
made  for  his  own  and  Semmler's  convenience,  ^^  for  the  sake 
of  being  relieved  and  of  not  getting  pushed  "  in  their  new 
business.  Even  if  Semmler,  during  the  copartnership,  could 
have  enforced  this  agreement  against  Euell  (47  JV.  Y.y  243), 
the  creditors  could  not  unless  made  for  their  benefit.  The 
subsequent  dissolution  of  the  copartnership  and  the  agreement 
between  Semmler  and  Euell  (Case^j).  68)  whereby  the  defend- 
ant, Euell,  takes  all  the  assets,  does  not  help  the  plaintiffs 
case,  there  being  no  agreement  in  it  to  pay  the  old  individual 
debts  of  Semmler,  and  it  being  made  upon  the  consideration 
set  forth  in,  it — "one  dollar  and  moneys  paid  to  and  for 
(Semmler)  by  said  Euell,  and  other  valuable  considerations." 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

NoTB. — A  motion  was  made  at  the  succeeding  general  tenn  for  a  reaigu- 
ment  or  leave  to  go  to  the  court  of  appeals,  and  the  same  court  refused 
to  grant  dther  application;  all  the  judges  this  time  agreeing  that  the 
former  judgment  of  aflarmance  was  correct. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

James  Coddin0ton  and  Isaac  Coddington  agt.  John  JB.  Dun- 
ham and  David  H.  Dunham. 

A  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  in  a  lease  relates  only  to  the  lessor's  title, 
and  means  that  the  lessee  shall  not  be  evicted  by  a  paramount  title,  but 
does  not  secure  undisturbed  enjoyment  where  there  is  no  eviction  from 
the  premises. 

The  question  whether  a  failure  to  insure  a  supply  of  croton  water  amounts 
to  an  eviction  must  depend  upon  the  necessity  of  the  supply  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  tenement  and  the  lessor's  liability  to  keep  it  up,  and  that  lia- 
bility can  exist  only  where  the  lessor  has  obligated  himself  so  to  do. 
Where  no  such  obligation  exists  in  the  lease,  none  can  be  implied. 

Where  the  utmost  of  the  lessor's  obligation  is  shown  to  be  only  a  neglect  to 

*  repairy  it  Is  well  settled  that  he  is  not  bound  to  repair  except  by  express 
agreement. 

Where  there  is  no  obligation  in  the  lease  to  keep  up  a  supply  of  croton 
water,  it  follows  that  a  oaunier-cUUm  for  damages,  which  is  based  i^)on 
such  assumed  obligation,  must  also  fail. 

Geiier<d  Term^  March^  1873. 

Bef(yi*e  Monell,  P.  e/".,  Fbbbdman  and  Curtis,  JJ. 

The  complaint  was  for  one  quarter's  rent  of  the  second 
floor  and  its  appurtenances  of  No.  17  Union  square,  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  from  Ist  August  to  the  1st  November, 
1872,  amounting  to  $876.  The  premises  were  leased  to 
defendants  and  Edgar  A.  Dunham,  who  died  before  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  from  the  1st  May,  1870,  to  the 
1st  May,  1873,  by  one  Nathan  Clark,  and  the  whole  building 
was  by  him  subsequently  leased  to  the  plaintiffi  by  said  Clark, 
subject  to  the  leiase  to  these  defendants  and  Edgar  A.  Dun- 
ham, by  which  the  plaintifis  assumed  the  obligations  of  said 
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lease  and  became  entitled  to  the  rent  thereby  reserved.  A 
oopy  of  the  lease  was  annexed  to  the  ccmiplaint  and  made  a 
part  thereof. 

The  answer  expressly  admitted  the  making  of  the  lease  of 
the  second  floor,  as  alleged  in  the  complaint ;  also  the  death 
of  Edgar  A.  Danham  and  the  lease  of  the  building  by  Nathan 
Olark  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  averred  in  the  complaint.  It  also 
set  up  in  bar  of  the  rent  an  eviction  from  part  of  the  demised 
premises  by  reason  of  plaintiffs'  failure  to  keep  up  a  supply 
of  croton  water,  and  finally  contained  a  counter-claim  to  the 
extent  of  $300  for  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustafaied  in 
consequence  of  plaintifEs'  fiiilure,  as  aforesaid. 

The  plaintiffi  demurred  to  the  answer  upon  the  ground 
that  it  constituted  neither  a  defence  nor  a  counter-claim  to  the 
claims  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action.  The  court  at  special 
term  sustained  the  demurrer.  The  appeal  is  from  the  judg- 
ment entered  upon  the  order  of  the  special  term. 

Tsir  Brosok  &  Tan  OvDwXjfor  OfppeUcmU. 
H.  K.  OoDDiNGTOH,ybr  responderUe. 

By  the  CouHj  Fssbdman^  J. — The  lease  in  question  demised 
the  second  floor  of  the  building  at  the  north-west  comer  of 
Union  square  and  Fifteenth  street,  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
with  the  appurtenances,  which,  however,  are  not  described. 
It  contains  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  which  relates 
only  to  the  lessor's  title,  and  means  that  the  lessees  shall  not 
be  evicted  by  a  paramount  title,  but  which  does  not  secure 
undisturbed  enjoyment  where  there  is  no  eviction  from  the 
premises.  It  does  not  contain  any  warranty  on  the  part  of 
the  lessors  that  the  demised  premises  shall  continue  to  remain 
in  the  same  condition  and  state  of  repair  that  they  were  in  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  instrument.  Nor  does  it 
contain  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  lessors  to  keep  the 
premises  in  repair.  On  the  part  of  the  lessees,  however,  it 
contains  a  covenant  that  they  will  pay  the  regular  annual  rent 
Vol.  XLV  6 
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or  charge  which  is  or  may  be  aesessed  or  imposed  according 
to  law  upon  ihe  said  premises  for  the  croton  water,  on  or 
before  the  first  day  of  Aagost  in  each  year  daring  the  term, 
and  that  if  not  so  paid  the  same  shall  be  added  to  the  quar- 
ter's rent  then  due.  A  copy  of  this  lease  is  annexed  to  the 
complaint  and  forms  part  of  the  same,  and  defendant's  answer 
expressly  admits  the  execution  of  the  lease  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint. 

The  defendants,  however,  further  allege  that  among  the 
appurtenances  leased  as  aforesaid  was  a  water  closet  and  wash 
basin,  and  a  continuous  supply  of  croton  water  for  the  same ; 
that  the  said  water  was  suppUed  through  pipes  running 
tlirough  other  portions  of  the  building  leased  by  plaintifis  to 
other  parties,  and  that  in  consequence  of  the  occurrence  of  a 
leak  in  the  pipes  outside  of  defendant's  premises  the  water 
was  shut  off  on  the  8th  day  of  July,  1872,  of  which  plaintiffii 
were  immediately  notified;  that  afterward  plaintiff  were 
requested  to  cause  a  supply  of  water  to  be  furnished,  but  that 
plaintiffs  neglected  and  reftised  to  repair  the  said  pipes  or  to 
furnish  a  supply  of  water ;  that  defendants  thereupon  aban- 
doned the  said  water  closet  and  wash  basin  ;  that  they  have 
been  evicted,  and  are  still  held  evicted  from  the  same ;  and 
that  by  reason  of  such  eviction  the  rent  is  barred. 

The  answer  finally  sets  up  that  defendants  have  suffered 
damages  and  inconvenience,  and  that  in  case  the  facts 
pleaded  as  an  eviction  should  not  be  deemed  sufScient  in  law 
to  constitute  an  eviction,  the  defendants,  upon  the  said  facts, 
daim  to  recover  as  a  counter-claim  the  sum  of  $300  damages 
for  the  breach  of  the  agreement  to  furnish  a  supply  of  water 
as  an  appurtenance. 

Upon  examination  we  are  satisfied  that  neither  the  defense 
pleaded  nor  the  counter-claim  can  be  upheld.  The  croton 
water  is  furnished  by  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York 
to  applicants  on  payment  of  an  annual  tax  or  charge,  and 
where  neither  the  flow  of  water  nor  the  pipes  appertaining  to 
the  tenement  through  which  it  flows  are  interfered  with  by 
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the  lessor,  the  question  whether  a  failure  to  insure  a  supply 
of  water  amounts  to  an  eviction  must  depend  upon  the  neces- 
sity of  the  supply  for  the  purposes  of  the  tenement  and  the 
lessor's  liability  to  keep  it  up ;  and  that  liability  can  exist 
only  where  the  lessor  has  obligated  himself  so  to  do.  No 
such  obligation  exists  in  this  case,  nor  can  any  be  implied. 

The  utmost  the  answer  can  be  held  to  allege  is  a  neglect 
on  the  part  of  the  lessors  to  repair,  and  on  this  point  the  rule 
is  well  settled  that  a  lessor  is  not  bound  to  repair  except  by 
express  agreement.  Defendants  had  a  right  to  enter  the  por- 
tion of  the  building  outside  of  their  own  premises,  where  the 
leak  occurred,  and  to  repair  the  pipes  {Zampman  agt.  MUkSy 
21  ^,  J"i,  508,  and  cases  there  cited)^  and  it  is  not  alleged 
that  they  were  reftised  such  right  or  in  any  way  obstructed 
in  the  exercise  thereof.  Nor  is  it  alleged  that  in  consequence 
of  the  leak  the  water  was  shut  off  by  the  lessors.  For  all  that 
appears,  it  may  have  been  done  by  some  other  tenant  with- 
out the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  lessors.  The  answer, 
therefore,  shows  neither  an  interference  by  the  lessors  nor  an 
obligation  on  their  part  to  insure  a  continuous  and  uninter- 
rupted supply  of  water,  and  consequently  does  not  show  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  an  eviction. 

In  Johnson  agt.  Oppenheim  (43  How.^  433),  the  adjudica- 
tions" of  this  State  bearing  upon  the  subject  of  interference  by 
landlords  with  tenants  were  arranged  into  several  classes,  and 
the  remedy  peculi%r  to  each  class  pointed  out,  but  this  case 
cannot  be  brought  within  any  of  the  classes  there  referred  to. 

There  being  no  obligation  in  the  lease  to  keep  up  a  supply 
of  croton  water,  it  further  follows  that  the  counter-claim, 
which  is  based  upon  such  assumed  obligation,  must  also  fail ; 
for  even  if  otherwise  good,  it  could  be  sustained  as  a  counter- 
claim in  this  action  only  upon  proof  that  it  arose  out  of  the 
contract  or  transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  or  that  it  is 
connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action  {Code^  %  150).  The 
words  "subject  of  the  action,"  as  there  used,  are  equivalent 
to  the  tacts  constituting  plaintiffs'  causq  of  action  {Chamboret 
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agt.  Cagneyy  2  Sweeny ^  378 ;  8.  C,  41  How.^  125 ;  10  All. 
IN.  S.-],  31). 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed  with  costs,  with  leave  to 
defendants  to  file  and  serve  an  amended  answer  in  twenty 
days  upon  payment  of  all  costs  since  commencement  of 
action. 

MoNELL  and  CuETis,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 
FsmoTD  Pins  et  al.  agt.  Mabt  Ann  Pitts  et  al. 

A  wife  can  only  be  barred  of  dower  by  a  eoMtction  of  aduUeyp  in  an 

action  for  divorce,  and  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  such  action. 
The  proof  or  admission  upon  the  record  of  adultery,  in  an  action  to 

recoYer  dower,  win  not  defeat  the  action  under  the  statutes  of  this 

state. 
A  cohabitation  by  the  husband  with  the  wife  after  the  commission  of 

adultery  by  her,  with  knowledge  of  the  fact,  condones  the  offense,  and 

is  an  absolute  bar  to  an  action  for  divorce. 
There  is  no  longer  a  cause  of  action  in  the  husband,  and  it  necessarily 

follows  that  there  can  be  no  eonvidion  for  the  adultery.     (This  deeinon 

qffima  that  at  apeeial  term^  in  ihi»  eas6y  44  Mow.  Pr,  B.,  64,  <m4  at  gmo- 

rat  timiy  id,  800.) 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  general  term, 
supreme  court  {reported  m  44  Howard  P.  i?.,  300),  aflirming 
an  order  of  the  special  term  (44  id.,  64 ;  13  Ahht.  iT.  S.,  272), 
denying  a  motion  to  vacate  and  set  aside  an  order  granted  ex 
parte  J  directing  the  payment  of  certain  moneys  paid  into 
court,  being  the  value  of  the  contingent  inchoate  right  of 
dower  of  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  distributive  share  of 
her  husband,  another  defendant  in  this  action,  which  was 
brought  to  partition  certain  real  estate  in  the  city  of  New 
York. 

The  husband  claimed,  first,  that  his  wife  had  forfeited  this 
money  by  reason  of  the  referee  having  found  that  she  had 
committed  an  act  of  adultery,  charged  in  the  complaint  in  an 
action  brought  by  him  against  her  tor  an  absolute  divorce ; 
second,  that  such  finding  amounted  to  a  ^^  conviction  "  within 
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the  meaning  of  2  R.  aSI,  146,  §  48.    Notwithstanding  the 
referee  also  found  that  he  had  voluntarily  cohabited  with  her, . 
with  knowledge  of  the  said  adultery,  and  dismissed  his  com- 
plaint and  action. 

A  full  statement  oi  the  facts  in  the  case  appear  in  the 
decision  rendered  at  special  term,  and  reported  in  44  Howard 
P.  E.^  64. 

Gabdinbb,  Wakd  &  Waqstaff,  attorneys^  &  J.  LANanoK 

Ward,  of  ooimseL^for  a^ellant. 
RioHABD  L'H.  YmoByfor  respondent 

Allen,  J. — A  wife  can  only  be  barred  of  dower  by  a  con- 
viction of  adultery  in  an  action  for  a  divorce,  and  by  the 
judgment  of  the  court  in  such  action  (2  R.  /X,  146,  §  48 ;  1 
id,^  741,  §  8).  The  loss  of  dower  is  a  part  of  the  penalty  for 
the  offense,  and  follows  the  judgment.  A  forfeiture  of  dower 
cannot  be  established  by  proof  of  adultery,  or  by  a  verdict  or 
judgment  in  any  other  action.  The  proof  or  admission  upon 
the  record  of  adultery,  in  an  action  to  recover  dower,  will  not 
defeat  the  action  under  the  statutes  of  this  state. 

A  cohabitation  by  the  husband  with  the  wife  after  the 
commission  of  adultery  by  her,  with  knowledge  of  the  fact, 
condones  the  offense,  and  is  an  absolute  bar  to  an  action  for 
a  divorce  (2  ti,  S.y  145,  §  42).  There  is  no  longer  a  cause  of 
action  in  the  husband,  and  it  necessarily  follows  that  there 
can  be  no  conviction.  The  parties  beai'  the  same  relation  to 
each  other,  and  have  the  same  civil  rights,  as  if  no  offense 
had  ever  been  committed.  An  action  cannot  be  maintained 
merely  to  establish  the  fact  that  an  offense  has  been  com- 
mitted, which  has  been  blotted  out  and  forgiven  by  the 
injured  party,  to  establish  facts  which  would  have  sustained 
an  action,  but  which  has  been  satisfied  or  released,  and  is 
barred  in  order  that  one  of  the  penalties  which  would  follow 
a  conviction  may  attach  to  the  offending  wife.  The  law  does 
not  thus  distinguish  between  and  divide  the  legal  consequen- 
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ces  of  the  wrongful  act  of  the  wife,  blotting  out  the  more 
Berions  forfeitures  of  position  and  the  ordinary  legal  and  civil 
rights  of  a  niarried  woman,  but  condemning  her  to  the  minor 
forfeiture  of  dower. 

The  reasons  assigned  for  the  order  by  judge  Fanoheb,  at 
special  term,  and  judge  Inoraham,  at  the  general  term  of 
the  snpreme  court,  are  entirely  conclusive,  and  render  a 
more  elaborate  discussion  of  the  question  unnecessary.  The 
order  must  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Elizabfth    Myebs,    plaintiff   and    respondent,    agt.  Ibaao 

Dixon,  defendant  and  appellant 

On  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  trial,  upon  the  question  of  negligence 
for  personal  injuries,  all  dupvied  fact8  are  to  be  decided  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  all  pretumptianB  and  infermcn  which  plaintiff  has  a  right 
to  ask  from  the  jury  are  to  be  conceded  to  him. 

It  has  been  settled  by  authority  that  footmen  and  teams  have  equal  rights  in 
traveling  upon  public  streets  or  highways ;  and  if  it  is  made  to  appear 
that  the  driver  of  a  horse  and  wagon  could  have  stopped  his  horse  in 
time,  or  so  have  guided  it  as  to  have  avoided  running  against  a  foot  pas- 
senger, his  negligence,  and  the  consequent  liability  of  his  employer  for  the 
injury,  so  far  as  the  question  of  defendants  negligence  is  concerned,  are 
established.  The  defendant  may,  however,  insist  upon  the  submission 
of  this  question  to  the  jury,  but  when  having  failed  to  make  such 
request  in  terms,  he  has  waived  his  right  in  that  respect,  and  the  court 
is  fully  justified  in  holding  defendant's  negligence  established,  and  in 
submitting  to  the  jury  only  the  question  of  plaintiff's  alleged  contri- 
butory negligence. 

Where  the  defendant  requests  the  court  to  charge  six  propositions  stated 
OM  a  wtvoU^  and  the  exception  taken  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  so  to  do, 
is  a  general  one,  if  any  one  of  the  said  propositions  was  unsound,  the 
exception  is  untenable. 

General  TVrm,  Marchy  1873. 

Brfore  MoNELL,  P.  t/".,  Fseedman  a/nd  Cuetis,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  judgment  and  order  denying  defendant's 
motion  upon  the  minntes  for  a  new  trial. 

The  action  is  for  personal  injuries  sustained  by  plaintiff  ^n 
consequence  of  being  run  over  by  a  horse  and  wagon  driven 
by  defendant's  servant. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  for  $1,600. 
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•     Edwabd  S.  LAW80N,ybr  appellant, 
C.  P.  Hoffman,  ybr  respondent. 

By  the  Cov/rty  Fbebdman,  J. — According  to  the  evidence, 
plaintiff,  a  lady,  seventy-four  years  of  age,  in  the  forenoon  of 
the  7th  of  September,  1869,  left  her  honse  in  Charlton  street, 
to  go  to  Bank  street.  She  was  quite  a  smart  walker  for  her 
age.  On  arriving  at  the  comer  of  Charlton  and  Hudson 
streets,  she  attempted  to  cross  the  latter  from  west  to  east. 
Before  starting  to  cross  she  looked  up  and  down  Hudson 
street,  and,  seeing  nothing,  she  proceeded  to  cross  on  the 
northerly  crosswalk  to  the  north-easterly  comer  of  said 
streets.  When  a  little  more  than  half-way  over,  she  heard  a 
wagon  approaching  from  the  south,  coming  up  Hudson  street. 
When  she  first  saw  it,  it  was  on  the  lower  or  southerly  side 
of  Charlton  street,  and  it  was  driven  at  such  a  rapid  rate  of 
sp^ed  that  she  became  scared,  and  hurried  very  much  to  get 
across,  at  the  same  time  holding  up  her  right  hand  to  warn 
the  driver.  The  wagon  still  continuing  to  come  towards  her, 
notwithstanditig  the  street  was  clear,  with  the  exception  of  a 
truck  standing  in  it  near  the  corner  to  which  plaintiff  was 
crossing,  and  nothing  could  be  seen  either  coming  up  or  going 
down,  she  diverged  a  little  from  the  crosswalk  to  the  north, 
to  give  the  driver  more  room  and  to  escape,  if  possible. 
But  this  did  not  save  her.  She  was  struck  on  the  right  side, 
and  knocked  over  against  the  truck  standing  there,  when  she 
fell  to  the  ground.  Her  injuries  were  quite  severe,  but  the 
driver  pai4  no  attention  to  her,  and  drove  on  until  stopped 
by  third  parties  and  brought  back.  All  these  facts  fully 
appeared  at  the  time  plaintiff  rested,  together  with  the  addi- 
tional fact  that  the  wagon  in  question  belonged  to  defendant, 
and  at  the  time  was  in  charge  of  defendant's  servant.  Upon 
this  state  of  facts  it  would  have  been  error  on  the  part  of  the 
court  to  have  granted  defendant's  motion  for  a  nonsuit.  On 
a  motion  of  tins  character  all  disputed  facts  are  to  be  decided 
lYi  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  all  presumptions  and  inferences 
Vol.  XLV  7 
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which  plaintiff  has  a  right*  to  ask  from  the  jury  are  to  be 
conceded  to  him. 

The  subsequent  testimony  of  defendant's  driver  did  not 
improve  defendant's  case  in  any  way.  According  to  his 
account  he  came  up  Hudson  street  at  a  trot  of  five  miles  per 
hour,  and  within  eight  feet  of  th^  easterly  sidewalk  of  that 
street.  When  he  first  saw  plaintiff  she  was  about  ten  feet 
from  his  horse,  about  six  feet  off  the  crosswalk,  and  running 
across  Hudson  street  to  the  easterly  side  thereof.  He  also 
testified  that  his  horse  was  perfectly  manageable ;  that  he 
could  give  no  reason  why  he  should  not  have  seen  her  before 
he  came  to  Charlton  street,  if  he  had  been  looking  ahead,  and 
that  as  soon  as  he  did  perceive  her  he  attempted  to  stop  his 
horse,  and  turned  his  horse's  head  to  the  west,  but  that  he  did 
not  succeed  in  clearing  her. 

This  evidence,  which  was  the  best  evidence  defendant  did 
produce  as  to  the  occurrence,  established  clearly  that  there 
was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  driver,  which  made  the 
defendant  liable  for  the  injury,  unless  the  negligence  of  the 
plaintiff  herself  contributed  in  some  way.  For,  in  Ba/rker 
agt.  Savage  (45  N.  T.^  191),  the  court  of  appeals  not  only 
held  that  footmen  and  teams  have  equal  rights  on  such  occa- 
sions, and  in  its  exercise  are  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  for 
their  own  safety,  and  to  avoid  doing  injury  to  any  others  who 
may  be  in  the  exercise  of  the  equal  right  of  way  with  them, 
but  also  held  that,  when  upon  such  an  occasion  it  is  made  to 
appear  that  the  driver  of  a  horse  and  wagon  could  have 
stopped  his  horse  in  time,  or  so  have  guided  it  as  to  have 
avoided  running  against  a  foot  passenger,  his  negb'gence  and 
the  consequent  liability  of  his  employer  for  the  injury,  so  far 
as  the  question  of  defendant's  negligence  is  concerned,  are 
established. 

It  is  true,  defendant  might  have  insisted  upon  the  sub- 
mission of  the  question  to  the  jury.  But  having  failed  to 
make  such  request  in  terms,  he  has  waived  his  right  in  that 
respect  {Schrqfskgt  Battery  42  How.j  348,  and  cases  there  cited; 
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0*NeiU  agt.  JameSy  43  N.  T.y  84).  The  court,  therefore, 
was  fully  justified  in  holding  defendant's  negligence  estab- 
lished, and  in  submitting  to  the  jury  only  the  question  of 
plaintiff's  alleged  contributory  negligence.  Nor  was  there 
any  exception  taken  either  to  such  disposition  or  to  the  charge 
as  delivered. 

It  should  be  mentioned,  however,  that  defendant  did  pre- 
sent six  requests  to  charge,  and  on  the  refusal  of  the  court  to 
charge  them,  except  so  far  as  they  had  been  chai^ged,  excepted 
to  such  refusal. 

But  the  request  was  to  charge  the  six  propositions  stated  as 
a  whole,  and  the  exception  taken  to  the  refusal  of  the  court 
BO  to  do  is  a  general  one.  Consequently,  if  any  one  of  the 
said  propositions  was  unsound,  the  exception  is  untenable. 
Kow,  the  first  and  third  of  said  propositions  were  covered  by 
the  charge ;  the  second  was  unwarranted  by  the  evidence ; 
and,  besides,  the  defendant  should  not  complain  that  the 
question  of  contributory  negligence  was  left  to  the  jury ;  the 
fourth  was  contrary  to  the  evidence,  and  the  fifth  and  sixth 
were  manifestly  unsound. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  minutes  of  the  court  was 
also^properly  denied. 

There  being  no  error,  the  judgment  and  order  appealed 
from  must  be  severally  aflSrmed,  with  costs. 

MoNELL  and  Cubtis,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Israel  Slade,  appellant,  agt.  Henbt  McMullen  and  Edbiund 

Raymond,  respondents. 

Where  the  evidence  on  the  trial  showed  that  the  plaintiff  had  title  for 
many  years,  as  well  of  a  timbered  portion  of  his  land  as  of  the  remainder, 
separated  from  the  latter  by  a  fence,  and  acts  tending  to  show  actual 
possession  of  such  timbered  land,  while  the  defendant  testified  that  the 
actual  possession  of  such  timbered  land  was  held  by  himself,  under  an 
adverse  title  to  the  plaintiff,  when  the  acts  constituting  the  alleged  tres- 
pass, for  which  this  action  was  brought,  were  committed. 

Hdd,  that  this  presented  a  direct  question  of  fact  for  the  consideration  of 
the  jury,  and  each  party  had  the  right  to  have  it  so  decided. 

Consequently  the  court  erred  in  granting  the  defendants*  motion  for  a 
fummit  on  this  state  of  the  evidence. 

The  plaintiff,  by  opposing  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  did  not  thereby  waive 
his  right  to  have  the  case  submitted  to  the  jury  without  a  particular 
request  to  the  court  to  that  effect,  nor  assume  thereby  that  the  question 

'  was  one  of  law  only.  It  was  otherwise  with  the  defendants,  ftr  by 
their  motion  for  a  nonsuit  they  assumed  that  the  case  was  a  proper  one 
for  the  disposition  of  the  court ;  and  that  assumption  was  a  waiver  of 
their  right  to  have  it  submitted  to  the  jury  without  some  specific  request 
being  afterward  made  in  their  behalf,  provided  they  had  not  succeeded 
on  their  motion  for  a  nonsuit. 

Third  Departmenty  General  Term^  Albany,  March,  1873. 
Before  Miller,  P,  J".,  Inoalls  a/nd  Daniels,  JJ, 
Appeal  from  judgment  recovered  on  a  nonsuit. 

Boies  &  Thomas,  for  ajppeUarU. 
Hughes  &  Northrup,  for  respondents. 

By  the  Court,  Daniels,  J, — Substantially  the  same  proof 
pf  title  to  the  land  on  which  the  alleged  trespass  was  com- 
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mitted  and  of  poBsession  and  claim  of  title  by  the  plaintiff, 
was  given  in  this  cause  aj9  in  the  case  of  the  same  plaintiff 
against  Bulson  and  Raymond,  decided  at  tlie  present  term. 
From  that  proof  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner 
of  the  land  and  entered  into  its  possession  in  the  spring  of 
1834,  and  lived  on  and  occupied  it  ever  since  under  his  deed. 
Upon  his  cross-examination  as  a  witness  he  testified  that  he 
never  occupied  the  portion  on  which  the  wood  was  cut  by 
the  defendants,  that  it  was  wild  land  and  nobody  occupied  it. 
But  it  was  further  shown  that  this  wood  land,  being  on  the 
rear  and  easterly  portion  of  the  premises  conveyed  to  tlie 
plaintiff  by  the  deed  executed  to  him  in  1834,  was  separated 
from  the  cleared  portion  of  the  same  premises  by  a  fence  run- 
ning nearly  north  and  south ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  for  ten 
years  before  the  timber  was  cut  down  and  taken  away  by  the 
defendants,  had  cut  stakes  and  poles  on  the  timbered  portion 
near  the  fence  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  that  in  repair.  This 
was  sufficient,  even  though  there  was  no  actual  occupancy  of 
the  wood  land  by  the  plaintiff  to  enable  him  to  maintain 
trespass  against  persons  entering  upon  it  and  cutting  and 
taking  away  the  timber  without  his  consent.  For  having  the 
leg^l  title  he  was  constructively  in  the  possession  of  the  whole 
lot,  and  the  use  made  of  the  timbered  portion  of  the  land 
tended  to  prove  an  actual  possession  of  that,  within  the  prin- 
ciple held  in  Machm  agt.  Qeortner  (14  Wend.^  241). 

The  defendants  introduced  a  deed  in  evidence  made  by 
Mead  to  the  defendant,  McMullen,  purporting  on  its  face  to 
convey  to  the  grantee  all  the  plaintiff's  land  up  to  the  fence 
separating  the  cleared  from  the  timbered  land.  This  included 
the  land  on  which  the  timber  in  controversy  was  cut  by  the 
defendants.  Although  this  deed  professed  to  convey  all  the 
easterly  portion  of  the  plaintiff's  land,  it  is  entirely  clear  that 
it  could  have  no  such  effect,  for  the  person  who  executed  it 
had  title  only  to  the  easterly  line  of  the  land  described  in  the 
deed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  conveyed  to  him  by  that  instrument. 
Notwithstanding  the  deed  to  the  defendant,  McMullen,  the 
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plaintiff  therefore  continued  to  Ije  the  owner  of  the  land  on 
which  the  timber  was  cut,  as  well  afterwards  as  he  was  pre- 
vious to  the  execution  of  that  deed.  But  that,  of  itself,  would 
not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  trespass  for  the  timber 
cut  by  the  defendants  if  McMullen,  at  the  time,  had  the 
actual  possession  of  that  part  of  the  plaintift''sland)  holding  it 
adversely  to  his  title. 

For  the  purpose  of  proving  that  to  be  the  fact  the  defend- 
ant, McMullen,  testified  that  he  took  possession  of  the  land 
described  in  the  deed  to  him  as  far  west  as  the  fence  separat- 
ing the  plaintiff's  cleared  from  his  timbered  land,  and  held 
such  possession  from  the  spring  of  1861  to  1869*  That  he 
had  cut  his  fii'ewood  there  in  the  spring  of  1861  and  sold  the 
wood  in  controversy  to  Raymond,  who  cut  and  took  it  away. 
But  he  never  cut  any  wood  there  only  on  these  two  occasions. 
These  were  the  only  acts  of  possession  mentioned  by  the 
defendant,  but  he  added  generally  that  he  was  in  possession, 
holding  this  portion  of  the  plaintiff's  land  adversely. 

Under  this  st^te  of  the  evidence  the  court,  on  the  defend- 
ant's motion,  nonsuited  the  plaintiff.  The  evidence,  as  it 
stood  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  tended  to  show  actual  as 
well  as  constructive  possession  on  his  part  at  the  time  when 
the  timber  was  cut  and  removed  by  the  defendants.  While 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  tended  to  show  an  adverse 
possession  in  the  defendant,  McMullen,  at  that  time.  The 
plaintiff  testified  that  nobody  occupied  the  timbered  portion 
of  his  land,  but  showed  title  to  it  in  himself  and  acts  tending 
to  show  actual  possession,  while  the  defendant,  McMullen, 
testified  that  the  actual  possession  was  held  by  himself  when 
the  acts  constituting  the  alleged  trespass  were  committed. 
This  presented  a  direct  question  of  fact  for  the  consideration 
of  the  jury,  and  each  party  had  the  right  to  have  it  so  decided. 

But  the  defendants  insist  that,  as  the  plaintiff  neglected  to 
request  the  court  to  submit  the  point  to  the  jury,  the  omis- 
sion to  do  so  cannot  be  urged  now  as  a  ground  of  error.  It 
is  difficult  to  see  how  such  an  objection  can  be  consistently 
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maintained,  for  the  law  secured  that  right  to  him  as  it  does  to 
all  parties  not  voluntarily  waiving  it,  in  the  disposition  of  the 
disputed  question  of  feet  involved  in  the  case.  He  did  noth- 
ing at  the  trial  to  waive  or  surrender  that  right.  By  opposing 
the  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  he,  in  substance,  insisted  that  such 
a  disposition  of  the  case  would  be  improper ;  and  if  so,  the 
only  alternative  would  be  the  submission  of  the  disputed 
point  to  the  jury,  or  the  direction  of  a  verdict  in  his  favor. 
The  latter  he  did  not  ask,  and  therefore  did  not  treat  the  case 
as  one  involving  only  questions  of  law.  As  to  the  defendants 
it  was  otherwise,  for  by  their  motion  they  assumed  that  the 
case  was  a  proper  one  for  the  disposition  of  the  court,  and 
that  assumption  was  a  waiver  of  their  right  to  have  it  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  without  some  specific  request  being  after- 
ward made  in  their  behalf.  Hence,  if  the  court  had  denied 
their  motion  and  then  followed  their  assumption  that  the  case 
depended  wholly  on  the  decision  of  legal  points,  and  in  that 
view  had  directed  a  verdict  against  them,  they  would  have 
been  entitled  to  no  relief  on  account  of  the  omission  to  sub- 
mit the  disputed  question  of  fact  to  the  jury,  where  no  specific 
request  so  to  do  appeared  to  be  made  by  them.  In  the  absence 
of  such  a  request  the  court  would  be  justified  in  supposing,  as 
to  the  moving  party,  that  there  was  no  question  of  fact  in 
the  controversy  which  they  desired  to  have  considered  and 
decided  by  the  jury.  And  it  was  upon  that  principle  that 
the  cases  of  WmcheU  agt.  Bicks  (18  iT.  Z".,  558) ;  O'JVeil 
agt.  Jcbmes  (43  id.,  84),  and  others  of  the  same  tenor  have 
been  decided. 

But  the  position  of  the  plaintiff  was  entirely  different.  He 
simply  resisted  the  defendants'  motion ;  and  that  resistance, 
in  no  proper  view  of  the  act,  could  be  construed  to  be  a 
waiver  of  any  of  the  rights  the  law  secured  to  him  under 
the  evidence  which  had  been  given  during  the  trial.  He  did 
nothing  giving  the  court  to  understand  that  he  desired  or 
consented  that  the  case  should  be  disposed  of  as  one  depend- 
ent only  on  legal  principles,  and  for* that  reason  performed 
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BO  act  which  could  justly  be  considered  as  the  surrender  of 
any  right  the  law  secured  him.  A  very  important  one  in 
this  case  was  that  of  having  the  controverted  fact  decided  by 
the  jury.  And  as  he  did  nothing  inconsistent  with  bis  right 
to  have  it  so  disposed  of,  the  court  erred  in  directing  the 
nonsuit.  Under  the  circumstances  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
court,  without  any  special  request  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifE, 
to  submit  the  case  to  the  jury,  for  it  turned  on  a  simple 
matter  of  fact  which  neither  by  word  or  act  did  he  consent 
should  be  withdrawn  from  the  decision  of  that  body.  And 
where  nothing  of  that  nature  is  done  by  a  party,  his  right  to 
have  his  case  decided  by  the  jury  can,  in  no  just  sense,  be 
said  to  have  been  waived  by  him  {Sheldon  agt.  Atlantic  Ins. 
Co.^  26  N.  F.,  460,  464,  465 ;  AyravU  agt.  Pao\fio  Bank, 
47  id.,  670). 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

MnjiKK,  P.  J.y  and  Ingalls,  J.,  concur. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Edwabd  Bbadlby,  plaintiff  and  respondent,  agt.  M.  H.  Dodoe^ 

defendant  and  appellant. 

Where  a  i^ereon  calls  at  the  office  of  a  phytMan^  and  in  the  absence  of  the 
latter  leares  his  business  card,  written  on  it  **  call  on  Mrs.  D —  at  No.  769 
Broadway,"  and  leaves  the  card  with  a  clerk  in  the  office  with  a  request 
to  hand  it  to  the  physician  and  to  tell  him  to  **  come  as  soon  as  possi- 
ble," becomes  liable  to  pay  the  physician^s  bill  in  attending  upon  Mrs.  D. 
in  pursuance  of  such  message. 

Oeneral  Term,  Marohy  1873. 
Before  Dalt,  Ch. «/.,  Lobw  and  Bobinson,  JJ. 
Afpbal  from  a  judgment  of  the  sixth  district  court. 
The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

T^OMPsoK  &  Town y  for  defendcmt  and  appellant. 
B.  0.  AsDmLBOiXy  for  jplam^  and  respondent 

By  tite  oourtj  Lobw,  J. — This  action  was  brought  by  the 
plaintiff,  a  physician,  to  recover  compensation  for  profes- 
sional services. 

The  defendant  called  at  the  plaintiff's  office  in  the  Hoff- 
man House,  and,  on  being  informed  that  the  latter  was  out, 
he  wrote  on  a  card,  having  his  own  name  and  address  printed 
thereon,  the  words  "  call  on  Mrs.  Day,  at  No.  769  Broad- 
way," and  handed  the  same  to  the  hotel  clerk,  with  the 
request  to  give  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and  tell  hini  to  come  as 
Boon  as  possible. 

The  plaintiff  accordingly  called  upon  Mrs.  Day  profession- 
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ally  several  times,  and  performed  services  which,  on  the  trial, 
were  proved  to  be  of  the  value  of  ninety-eight  dollars. 

In  the  court  below,  the  defendant  claimed  that  he  merely 
acted  in  the  matter,  at  the  request  of  Mrs.  Day,  as  her  agent ; 
but  the  jury,  nevertheless,  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  the  amount  claimed,  and  the  defendant  brought 
this  appeal,  and  now  contends  that,  under  the  general  term 
decision  of  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Btiek  agt.  Amidon  (41 
How,<i  370),  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

But  in  that  case  the  defendant  exhibited  to  and  left  with 
the  plaintiff  the  telegram  he  had  received,  which,  as  well  as 
the  other  facts  and  circumstances,  clearly  showed  that  he  only 
acted  as  the  agent  of  another  party. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  on  the  other  hand,  there  was  nothing 
on  the  card  to  indicate  to  the  plaintiff,  before  he  rendered 
the  services,  that  the  defendant  had  called  at  his  office  at 
Mrs.  Day's  request,  and  that  he  was,  therefore,  only  acting 
as  her  messenger. 

The  defendant  might  very  readily  have  screened  himself 
from  all  liability,  by  simply  writing  the  memorandum  on  a 
blank  card,  or  by  adding  to  that  which  he  wrote  on  his  own 
card  something  that  would  have  apprised  the  plaintiff  of  the 
fact  that  he  acted  in  the  transaction  for  Mrs.  Day,  as  her 
agent. 

Having  neglected  to  do  this,  the  plaintiff  was,  under  the 
circumstances,  justified  in  believing  that  he  was  employed 
and  would  be  paid  by  the  defendant;  and  that  Mrs.  Day's 
name  was  put  on  the  card  only  for  the  purpose  of  indicating 
the  person  whom  the  defendant  wished  him  to  attend  on  his 
account. 

If,  however,  there  can  be  any  doubt  on  t^his  point,  the  same 
is  disposed  of  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury. 

In  this  regard  the  remarks  of  chief  justice  Daly,  in  Biick 
agt.  Amidon  {supra),  are  pertinent.  He  says:  "Where, 
upon  an  uncontroverted  state  of  facts,  the  point  involved 
remains  doubtful,  or,  upon  undisputed  facts,  inferences  may 
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be  drawn  either  way,  the  question  is  one  properly  for  the 
jury,  and  their  finding  should  be  conclusive.  In  all  such 
cases  the  unanimous  concurrence  of  twelve  minds  in  the  jury 
box  is  as  Satisfactory  a  mode  of  reaching  a  right  conclusion  as 
to  attempt  to  work  it  out  by  legal  deductions  or  logical 
reasoning.^' 

In  respect  to  the  point  raised,  that  the  account  was  charged 
in  the  plaintiflTs  book  directly  to  Mrs.  Day,  with  the  words 
"  M.  H.  Dodge,  reference  or  responsible,"  added  after  her 
name,  which,  it  is  urged,  shows  that  he  regarded  Mrs.  Day 
and  not  the  defendant  as  the  principal,  and  rendered  the 
services  upon  her  credit,  it  is  suiBcient  to  say  that  nothing  of 
the  kind  appears  in  the  return. 

If  any  evidence  given  on  the  trial  disclosed  such  to  be  the 
case,  it  should  have  been  returned  to  us  by  the  justice ;  and 
if  he  failed  to  do  so,  the  appellant  could  have  procured  an 
order  for  an  amended  return. 

But  it  is  plain  that  we  cannot,  on  appeal,  assume  a  state  of 
facts  to  exist,  regarding  which  there  is  no  allusion  in  the 
return. 

As  to  the  plaintiff  presenting  Mrs.  Day  with  a  bill  for 
these  same  services,  the  evidence  discloses  that  he  did  so  at 
her  requ^t. 

And,  besides,  it  does  not  appear  in  whose  name  the  bill 
was  made  out. 

For  anght  that  we  know  to  the  contrary,  the  defendant 
may  have  been  named  therein  as  the  debtor. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Daly,  Ch, «/.,  and  Kobinson,  e/".,  concurred. 

Note. — ^Let  us  see  how  this  thing  works:  We  wiU  take  as  an  illustra- 
tion an  almost  every-day  occurrence  arising  in  the  country.  A.  B.  is 
taken  suddenly  and  seriously  iU  in  the  night-time,  and  sends  to  his  neigh- 
bor C.  D.,  living  in  the  next  house  to  his,  to  have  him  go  after  the  doctor 
as  soon  as  he  can,  for  he  is  in  great  pain  and  distress.  C.  D.  jumps  out  of 
bed  without  hesitation  and  hastily  dresses  himself,  and  goes  out  to  his 
bam  and  takes  a  horse  from  the  stable,  and  not  waiting  to  put  on  a  saddle 
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or  bridle,  jumps  on  to  the  horse  with  the  halter  only,  puts  him  at  full 
speed  for  the  doctor^s  office,  some  two  or  three  miles  distant.  On  arriving 
there  he  finds  the  doctor  absent  from  home,  but  his  clerk  is  there,  and  C. 
D.  at  once  says,  tell  the  doctor  to  call  on  A.  B.,  who  has  been  taken  sud- 
denly sick;  tell  him  to  come  as  soon  as  possible.  In  accordance  with  this 
message,  the  doctor  calls  upon  A.  B.  and  prescribes  for  and  attends  him 
professionally  for  several  days.  After  a  reasonable  time  the  doctor  sends 
in  his  bill  to  A.  B.,  and  it  not  being  paid  as  soon  as  the  doctor  desires,  he 
calls  on  C.  D.  and  requests  him  to  pay  the  biU.  C.  D.,  with  perfect  aston- 
ishment, asks  why  he  is  to  pay  it.  The  doctor  informs  him  that  he  made 
himself  liable  to  pay  the  bUl,  because  when  he  delivered  the  message  he 
did  not  tell  the  clerk  that  he  came  for  the  doctor  by  the  request  of  A.  B., 
nor  that  he  acted  as  agent  of  A.  B.  in  delivering  his  message.  Well, 
says  C.  D.,  the  fact  was  I  did  go  at  the  request  of  A.  B.,  and  merely  acted 
as  his  agent  in  delivering  the  message,  and  I  will  swear  to  these  facts  if 
necessary.  The  doctor  insists  that  it  will  do  him  no  good  if  he  should 
give  such  testimony,  for  the  law  is  settled  on  that  point,  as  just  such  a 
case  has  recently  been  decided  in  New  York  under  just  such  a  state  of 
facts,  where  the  jury  in  the  justices'  court  found  a  verdict  for  the  doctor 
for  the  amount  of  his  bill,  and  on  appeal  by  the  defendant  to  the  general 
term  of  the  New  York  common  pleas,  that  court  unanimously  sustained 
the  verdict  of  the  jury  and  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  court  below. 
Well,  says  C.  D.,  if  that  is  the  law,  I  think  I  will  wait  awhile  before  I  go 
after  a  doctor  again  as  an  act  of  neighborly  kindness. 

It  appears  to  us  that  this  case  ought  never  to  have  got  as  far  as  the  jury 
box.  If,  as  it  seems  to  be  inferred  from  the  case,  it  not  being  stated  in 
terms,  that  the  defendant  was  sworn  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  that 
he  acted  only  as  the  messenger  or  agent  of  Mrs.  D.  in  delivering  the  mes- 
sage to  the  doctor,  and  his  testimony  was  imimpeached,  it  'was  a  dear 
case  for  a  nonsuit,  there  being  nothing  for  the  jury  to  decide,  at  least  only 
formally  under  the  direction  of  the  court  And  if  the  defendant  was  not 
sworn  and  testified,  and  the  case  was  left  standing  upon  the  memorandum, 
there  was  only  an  inference  of  law  from  the  facts,  which  were  very  simple 
and  undisputed,  which  the  court  should  have  decided,  and  that  inference 
must  have  been  whether  or  not  this  was  an  original  undertaking  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the  debt  of  another ;  for  there  was  no  pecu- 
niary consideration  nor  beneficial  interest  resulting  to  the  defendant  whidi 
could  establish  his  liability.  It  used  to  be  considered  that  it  required  a 
pretty  good  lawyer  and  a  pretty  good  judge  to  determine  in  given  cases 
what  constituted  an  original  undertaking,  but  if  it  has  been  transferred  to 
the  jury  box  of  twelve  good  men  to  determine  this  question,  and  their 
determination  is  to  be  considered  tmreversible  on  appeal,  it  may  be  quite 
a  relief  to  the  courts,  although  the  community  generally  may  not  feel,  that 
confidence  in  such  a  settlement  of  the  law  as  they  would  on  the  decision 
of  the  courts  in  such  cases. — Rbp. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Benjamin  Einne  agt.  Eaohel  Kinne. 

The  contracts  and  promissory  notes  of  mwrned  toamen  are  still  invalid  at 
common  law,  when  not  given  in  the  cases  aUowed  by  the  statute  of 
March  20, 1860. 

The  fact  that  the  defendant,  a  married  woman,  had,  at  the  time  of  giving 
her  promissory  note  in  suit,  an  expectation  to  receive  money  upon  tlie 
death  of  her  husband,  upon  an  ante-nuptial  agreement,  does  not  make 
her  note  valid. 

FouTtK  Department^  Oenerdl  Term, 
Argued  at  Syracuse^  Januwry^  1873 ;  decided  at  Rochester^ 
April,  1878. 
Before  Mullin,  P.  J".,  Taloott  and  E.  Daewin  Smith,  JJ. 

Ibving  G  y ks^,  for  plaintiff  a/nd  o^ppdlanL 

On  the  first  day  of  April,  1869,  the  defendant,  who  at  the 
time  was  a  married  woman,  borrowed  forty  dollars  of  the 
plaintiff's  assignor  and  gave  her  own  note  therefor.  On  the 
6th  day  of  November,  1871,  the  plaintiff  lent  the  defendant, 
who  was  then  a  widow,  the  sum  of  twenty-six  dollars,  payable 
on  demand. 

This  action,  which  was  at  first  commenced  in  a  justice's 
court,  but  withdrawn  because  service  could  not  be  obtained 
upon  the  defendant,  was  brought  to  recover  said  sums  of 
money.  The  only  question  raised  upon  the  trial  was  in 
regard  to  the  liability  of  the  defendant  upon  said  promissory 
note,  the  defense  being  based  upon  the  fact  that  at  the  time 
said  note  was  given  the  defendant  was  a  married  woman. 

The  referee  reported  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable 
upon  said  note  and  the  plaintiff  brings  this  appeal.  The  fol- 
lowing facts  are  undisputed :  That  the  consideration  of  the 
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note  in  question  was  the  sum  of  forty  dollars,  which  Polly 
Kinne,  the  plaintifiTs  assignor,  lent  to  the  defendant  person- 
ally ;  that  at  the  time  the  defendant  borrowed  said  sum,  she 
represented  that  she  had  interest  money  paid  to  her  from  her 
husband  every  year,  and  that  there  was  an  agreement  between 
her  and  her  husband  that  he  should  pay  her  interest  on  a  cer- 
tain sum  annually,  and  that  die  could  do  what  she  wished  to 
with  it,  give  it  to  her  children,  or  anything  else ;  that  on  a 
subsequent  occasion,  when  said  Polly  Kinne  lent  the  defend- 
ant $200  more,  the  defendant  stated  that  she  had  property 
down  east,  where  her  brother  lived,  and  could  sell  it  and  get 
the  money  at  any  time;  that  at  about  the  same  time  the 
defendant  tried  to  borrow  money  of  different  persons,  stating 
that  she  was  sure  of  having  a  certain  amount  of  money  the 
coining  spring,  so  many  thousand  dollars  in  the  spring;  that 
she  could  give  security  on  land  for  it. 

It  further  appeared  that  the  defendant,  prior  to  her  mar- 
riage with  Esop  Kinne,  her  last  husband,  entered  into  an 
ante-nuptial  agreement  with  him,  whereby  upon  her  marriage 
she  became  entitled  to  $1,000  interest  in  his  estate,  which 
sum  was  to  be  paid  to  her  one  year  after  her  husband's  death, 
with  interest  from  the  date  of  said  agreement ;  that  her  hus- 
band paid  her  annual  interest  on  said  $1,000,  and  took  her 
receipt  therefor ;  that  the  defendant  once  owned  a  lot  of  land 
in  this  state,  which  she  held  for  two  years  and  then  sold. 
The  defendant  was  not  sworn  at  all,  and  no  witness  disputed 
the  foregoing  facts. 

I.  The  defendant,  a  married  woman,  borrowed  forty  dollars 
of  the  plaintiff's  assignor  and  gave  her  own  note  therefor, 
and  she  is  liable  thereupon,  whether  she  had  any  separate 
estate  aside  from  the  money  borrowed  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction  or  not. 

Vide  section  3  of  the  act  of  April  10th,  1862,  amending  the 
seventh  section  of  the  act  of  March  20th,  1860  (4  B.  S.y  616-16). 
The  section  is  as  follows : 

§  3.  Any  married  woman  may,  while  married,  sue  and  he 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  68 

Kinne  agt.  Einne. 

^y^  in  all  matters  having  relation  to  her  sole  and  separate 
property,  or  which  may  hereafter  come  to  her  by  descent, 
devise,  bequest, ^rcAew^  or  the  gift  or  grant  of  any  person, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole. 

By  analyzing  this  section  it  naturally  resolves  itself  into 
two  divisions  or  classes  of  cases. 

1.  Any  married  woman  may,  while  married,  sue  and  be 
sued  in  all  matters  having  relation  to  her  sole  and  separate 
property  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole. 

2.  Any  married  woman  may,  while  married,  sue  and  be 
sued  in  all  matters  having  relation  to  property  which  may 
come  to  her  by  descent,  devise,  bequest,  purchase,  or  the  gift 
or  grant  of  any  person,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were 
sole. 

If  the  note  in  question,  therefore,  is  a  matter  having  rela- 
tion either  to 

(a.)  The  "  sole  and  separate  property  "  of  the  defendant,  or 

(5.)  To  property  which  may  have  come  to  the  defendant  by 
descent,  devise,  bequest,  purchase,  or  the  gift  or  grant  of  any 
person. 

Then  the  defendant  is  liable  to  be  sued  thereupon  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole, 

It  is  conceded  that  said  note  was  given  for  borrowed  money, 
which  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  at  the  time 
the  note  was  delivered. 

Two  questions,  therefore,  arise : 

((?.)  Was  the  forty  dollars  borrowed  money  after  it  came 
into  the  possession  and  under  the  control  of  the  defendant  as 
her  own  money,  her  "  sole  and  separate  property  ?" 

{d.)  Was  the  forty  dollars  borrowed  money  after  it  came 
into  the  possession  and  under  the  control  of  the  defendant  as 
her  own  money,  property  that  came  to  her  by  descent,  devise, 
bequest, purchase,  or  the  gift  or  grant  of  any  person?" 

If  either  or  hoth  of  these  questions  are  answered  by  the 
court  in  the  affirmative,  then  the  defendant  is  liable  on  the 
note. 
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If  they  are  hoth  answered  in  the  negative,  then  she  is  not 
liable,  unless  the  plaintiff  shows  a  further  separate  estate 
belonging  to  the  defendant.  What,  then,  is  the  sole  and 
separate  property  of  a  married  woman  ?  It  is  whatever  pro- 
perty she  possesses  free  from  her  hueba/nWe  control  {Brigga 
agt.  Mitchell,  60  Barh.,  288-314 ;  Alhany  Fvre  Ins.  Co.  agt. 
Bay  J  4  Conust.,  11 ;  SaUer  agt.  Svlherlcmd,  4  Alb.  Law  Jour., 
62 ;  Rawsan  agt.  Peryn.  E.  R.  Co.,  48  N.  Y.,  212 ;  Fo9ter 
agt.  Conger,  42  How.,  176;  CUmcy^s  Hiuband  and  Wife, 
251 ;  Finch's  Law,  29 ;  Hamilton  agt.  Bishop,  8  Terg.  R., 
88 ;  Games  agt.  Poor,  8  Mete.  [Hy.'],  507 ;  10  Sim.  R.,  878 ; 
6S.<&  RawUs  R.,  467;  ^  R.  S.,  518,  515,  516). 

The  test  is  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  the  hosband  has  any 
interest  in  or  control  over  it,  and  whether  or  not  it  is  liable 
for  his  debts. 

The  act  of  March  20th,  1860,  entitled  an  act  concerning  the 
tnghts  and  liabilities  of  husband  and  wife,  provides  in  its  first 
section  that  (1)  the  property  both  real  and  personal  which 
any  married  woman  now  owns ; 

(2.)  That  which  comes  to  her  by  descent,  devise,  bequest, 
gift  or  grant; 

(3.)  That  which  she  acquires  by  her  trade,  business, 
labor,  etc. ; 

(4.)  That  which  a  woman,  married  inf  this  state,  owns  at 
the  time  of  lier  marriage,  shall  be  and  remain  her  sole  and 
separate  property,  *  *  *  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
interference  or  control  of  her  husband  or  liable  for  his 
debts,  etc. 

Was  this  forty  dollars,  aflber  it  was  placed  in  the  defendant's 
hands,  her  own  money,  so  as  to  be  free  from  her  husband's 
control  ? 

Could  a  creditor  of  her  husband's  have  levied  upon  it  or 
compelled  her  to  pay  it  over  to  a  receiver?  And  could  not  a 
judgment  creditor  of  the  defendant  have  reached  it  and  have 
compelled  her  to  apply  it  on  his  debt  ?  {Leitch  agt  WeUs,  48 
iT.  r.,  685.) 
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No  matter  what  she  intended  to  do  with  the  money  after 
she  borrowed  it,  it  was  hers  to  do  what  she  chose  with.  She 
conld  squander  it  or  invBst  it ;  could  lend  it  to  her  son  or  lend 
it  to  a  bank. 

If  she  bad  an  intention  at  the  time  she  borrowed  it  to  dis- 
pose of  it  in  a  particular  way,  she  could  have  changed  her 
mind  at  any  time  and  diverted  it  to  another  channel.  If  she 
intended  at  the  time  she  borrowed  it  to  let  her  son  have  it, 
she  could  notwithstanding  have  changed  her  mind  at  any  time 
and  have  deposited  it  in  a  bank. 

This  change  of  intention  could  not  affect  the  rights  of  the 
person  from  whom  she  borrowed  the  money.  And  had  she 
deposited  this  money,  and  if  it  remained  on  deposit  to  her 
credit  stiil,  could  she  defend  against  this  note  ? 

But  in  addition  to'  matters  having  relation  to  her  sole  and 
separate  property,  a  married  woman  can  also  be  sued  in  rela- 
tion to  property  which  may  have  come  to  her  by  descent, 
devise,  bequest,  piirchase^  or  the  gift  or  grcmt  of  any  person. 

These  six  ways  include  the  only  legal  means  of  acquiring 
title  to  property  that  has  belonged  to  another.  If  a  person 
has  any  property  except  his  own  productions,  through  agri- 
culture, etc.,  it  must  have  been  acquired  in  some  one  of  these 
six  methods. 

This  forty  dollars,  borrowed  money,  was  acquired  by  pur- 
ehasCj  or  possibly  by  gift  or  grant  Purchase  means  the 
acquisition  of  property  by  a  party's  own  act,  as  distinguished 
from  acquisition  by  act  of  law  {Bit^^UPs  Loajo  Dict.^  842 ; 
Steph.  Com.y  365 ;  4  Xent  Com.,  373). 

Britton  speaks  of  purchasing  by  occupancy.  He  says  pur- 
chase may  be  made  even  by  shutting  up  bees,  fish,  or  other 
wild  animals  {ih.).  It  includes  every  lawful  mode  of  acquir- 
ing property  by  the  act  of  the  party  as  opposed  to  the  act  of 
the  law  (ib.).  A  loan  (for  consumption)  is  a  transfer  of  per- 
sonal property  such  as  com  or  money,  to  be  consumed  by  the 
borrower,  and  to  be  returned  to  the  lender  in  kind  and 
quality  {Bovmer  Law  Diot.y  vol.  %p.  156,  Utle  Mutwwm; 
Vol.  XLV  9 
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Story  on  jBdUments,  §  228).  The  title  to  the  articles  bor- 
rowed rests  in  the  borrower,  and  hence  the  defendant  may  be 
said  to  have  purchased  the  money  in  question,  or  she  may 
be  said  to  have  acquired  the  money  by  grant,  which,  as  applied 
to  personal  property,  is  a  method  of  transferring  chattels  dis- 
tinguished from  a  gift  by  being  always  founded  on  some  con- 
sideration or  equivalent  {BwrUPs  Law  Dict^  vol.  1,  p. 
648,  UUe  Orwiit). 

In  this  case  the  consideration  was  the  promise,  express  or 
implied,  to  return  an  equivalent  in  kind.  This  forty  dollars, 
then,  was  the  defendant's  sole  and  separate  property,  because 
her  husband  had  no  control  over  it.  She  is  liable  on  her  pro- 
mise to  repay  it,  because  the  statute  declares  that  a  married 
woman  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  all  matters  having  relation  to 
her  sole  and  separate  property. 

Further,  she  acquired  this  forty  dollars  by  purchase  or 
grant,  as  we  have  seen,  and  is  hence  liable,  as  the  statute  also 
declares  that  a  married  woman  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  rela- 
tion to  any  property  that  she  may  acquire  by  grant,  purchase, 
the  same  as  if  she  were  sole. 

n.  The  defendant  had  a  separate  estate  independent  of  the 
one  acquired  by  borrowing  the  forty  dollars. 

This  appears : 

1.  From  the  defendant's  own  statements,  which  are  uncon- 
tradicted. 

2.  From  the  ante-nuptial  agreement. 

The  defendant  after  making  such  statements,  calculated  if 
not  true  to  mislead  the  plaintiff  and  his  assignor,  is  estopped 
from  claiming  that  she  had  no  separate  property.  Moreover, 
by  the  ante-nuptial  contract  the  defendant  had  an  absolute 
interest  to  the  extent  of  $1,000,  with  interest  thereon,  in  the 
estate  of  her  husband.  This  contract  was  ante-nuptial,  and 
the  subsequent  mfirriage  was  a  good  consideration  for  it 
Even  if  destroyed,  the  defendant's  interest  in  it  continued^he 
same,  for  if  her  husband  destroyed  it  during  her  absence  or 
without  her  consent  such  destruction  would  not  bind  her,  and 
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she  could  not  legally  consent  to  its  destrnction,  for  the  law 
would  presume  conclvsivdy  that  her  consent  was  owing  to 
the  compulsion  of  her  husband. 

This  was  an  interest  that  she  could  sell  or  pledge,  and 
thereby  raise  money  on  it.  The  annual  interest,  which  seems 
to  have  been  paid  every  year,  as  was  probably  the  under- 
standing of  the  parties,  notwithstanding  the  wording  of  the 
contract,  was  hers,  free  from  her  husband's  control.  Her 
husband's  creditors  could  not  have  taken  this  interest  from 
her,  but  her  own  creditors  could. 

III.  This  borrowed  money  benefited  the  separate  estate  of 
the  defendant,  because  it  at  once  increased  the  value  of  her 
estate  as  a  whole.  If  she  was  worth  $500  before  she  bor- 
rowed this  money  she  was  worth  $540  after  she  borrowed  it, 
subject  of  course  to  the  debt  created  by  the  act  of  borrowing. 

The  law  presumes  that  when  a  married  woman,  possessing 
a  separate  estate,  borrows  money,  it  benefits  her  estate, 
whether  the  use  to  which  she  actually  applies  it  proves  a 
benefit  or  an  injury. 

IV.  The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  with 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Ebbn  Butler,  yiw*  defendant  cmd  reapondent. 

On  the  first  day  of  April,  1869,  the  defendant  borrowed 
forty  dollars  of  one  Polly  Eanne  and  gave  her  promissory  note 
therefor,  payable  in  one  year  from  date,  with  interest.  The 
defendant,  Bachael  Kinne,  was  at  the  time  a  married  woman, 
residing  with  her  husband  at  Syracuse.  There  is  no  evidence 
for  what  purpose  the  money  was  borrowed  or  to  what  use  it 
was  appropriated.        r 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  any  trade  or 
carried  on  anybusiness  separate  from  her  husband.  There  is 
no  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  or  owned  any  property 
or  separate  estate,  but  on  the  contrary  it  appears  impliedly 
that  she  had  none.  There  is  no  evidence  that  any  of  the 
money  was  used  either  directly  or  indirectly  for  her  benefit. 
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There  is  no  evidence  that  the  money  was  loaned  upon  the 
strength  of  her  statements  or  representations. 

I.  In  order  to  reverse  the  judgment,  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lant must  contend  that  an  action  at  law  can  now  be  main- 
tained  against  a  married  woman  upon  her  promissory  note 
the  same  as  though  she  were  a  feme  sole.  At  common  law 
the  promissory  note  of  a  married  woman  is  absolutely  void 
(Barton  agt.  Beere^  21  How.^  309 ;  Oobme  agt  St.  JoKn^  13 
id.^  833 ;  VamsU&nbv/rgh  agt.  Hoffman^  15  Barh.^  28). 

II.  An  action  is  not  maintainable,  under  the  laws  of  this 
state  against' a  married  woman  to  recover  for  articles  sold  her 
when  she  is  not  engaged  in  carrying  on  any  trade  or  business, 
and  has  no  separate  property  or  estate  {Brown  agt.  Sermany^ 
14  Ahb.y  396 ;  &)hmitt  agt.  Oastay  3  ib.  [iT.  &],  188 ;  Barton 
agt.  Beerey  21  Bbw.y  309). 

III.  In  order  to  maintain  this  action  the  plaintiff  must 
show  affirmatively  that  the  debt  was  contracted  either  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  a  separate  trade  or  business,  or  for  the 
benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  or  for  her  own  benefit  upon  the 
credit  of  her  separate  estate  {Yale  agt.  Dederery  18  -flT.  J"., 
266;  S.  O.y  22  ib.y  460;  Owen  agt  Ca/u)lej/y  86  ib.y  603; 
Ballm  agt.  DiUayey  37  ib.y  38 ;  White  agt.  McNetty  83  ib.y 
371). 

By  the  Co\(/rty  Sioth,  J. — This  action,  so  far  as  any  ques- 
tion is  raised  in  it  for  the  decision  of  the  court,  was  brought 
upon  a  promissory  note  of  forty  dollars,  made  by  the  defend- 
ant, when,  as  the  referee  finds,  she  was  a  married  woman  and 
had  no  separate  estate,  and  was  not  engaged  in  any  business 
separate  from  her  husband.  The  contracts  of  married 
women  are  still  invalid  at  common  law,  when  not  given  in 
the  cases  allowed  by  the  statute  of  March  20th^  1860,  entitled 
^^  An  act  concerning  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  husband  and 
wife."  This  note  is  not  saved  by  this  or  any  other  statute. 
The  fact  that  the  defendant  had  at  the  time  an  expectation  to 
receive  money  upon  the  death  of  her  husbwid,  upon  an  ante- 
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nnptial  agreement,  does  not  vary  the  case  or  make  the  note 
valid.  It  was  clearly  void  when  given,  and  the  decision  of 
the  referee  holding  it  void  was  clearly  right.  The  judgment 
should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(This  case  is  now  in  the  Oonrt  of  Appeals.) 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Elizabeth  A.  Cocket  et  al.,  plaintiSs  and  appellants,  agt 
Fbedekiok  K.  Hdbd,  defendant  and  respondent. 

The  povieT  of  fhe  court,   under  section  401  of  the  Code,  to  appoint  a 

referee  to  take  the  aSldavit  or  deposition  of  a  patij/  for  the  purposes  of 

a  motion,  is  ample  and  suDlcient. 
But  the  papers  on  such  an  application  must  disclose  the  necessity  for  it, 

bj  a  statement  of  facts  and  circumstances  which,  in  the  discretion  of  the 

court,  will  authorize  the  appointment  of  the  referee. 

General  Term,  February,  1873. 

Before  Babbodb,  C.  J.,  and  Ebkedman,  Sedowick  and 
Van  Toest,  Jt/, 

Appeal  from  order  setting  aside  an  order  of  reference  to 
take  defendant's  affidavit,  under  section  401  of  the  Code. 

S.  B.  Bbownell  &  John  McDonalDj/Jw  appdUmta. 
Chari.bs  C.  Bioelow,  for  respondent. 

court,  FuEEDHAN,  J. — The  sole  question  argued  on 
Etl  was  as  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  appoint  a 

take  the  affidavit  or  deposition  of  a  party  for  the 
of  a  motion. 
,0  the  Revised  Statutes  the  courts  possessed  no 

compel  the  making  of  an  affidavit  to  be  read  on  a 
lerated  motion,  and  the  practice  was  either  to  trust 
Ary  affidavits  or  to  award  a  feigned  issue  {Saoon 
,  7  GW.,  515,  and  note). 

revision  of  the  statutes  made  in  1830  this  defect  was 
ut  bj  the  revisers,  and,  pursuant  to  their  suggestion. 
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a  statute  was  passed,  by  which  it  was  provided  that  whenever 
there  shaU  be  a  motion  or  other  proceeding  in  the  supreme 
court,  in  which  it  shall  be  necessary  for  either  party  to  have 
the  deposition  of  any  witness  who  shall  have  refused  volun- 
tarily to  make  his  deposition,  the  court  may  direct  a  conmiis- 
sion  to  be  issued  to  one  or  more  persons,  inhabitants  of  the 
county  in  which  such  witness  resides,  to  take  his  testimony. 
And  such  witness  could  be  subpenaed  to  attend  and  testify 
before  such  commissioners  in  the  same  manner  as  before 
referees,  and  with  the  like  effect ;  and  obedience  to  such  sub- 
pena  was  enforced  in  the  same  manner  (1  R,  /SI,  554, 
§§  24, 25). 

In  1840  another  act  was  passed,  by  which  it  was  enacted 
that  whenever  there  shall  be  a  motion  or  proceeding  pending 
in  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  in  which  it 
shall  be  necessary  for  either  party  to  have  the  deposition  of 
any  witness  who  may  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  said 
court,  and  who  shall  have  refused  to  make  his  deposition 
voluntarily,  the  coart  may  issue  a  summons  requiring  said 
witness  to  attend  before  a  judge  thereof  to  make  his  said 
deposition,  and  that  obedience  to  such  summons  may  be 
enforced  as  in  case  of  a  subpena  issued  by  said  court.  This 
statute  was  also  made  applicable  to  the  court  of  common 
pleas  {I/ms  1840,  chap.  276,  §  3). 

By  chapter  462  of  the  laws  of  1847,  which  is  entitled 
^^An  act  to  authorize  parties  in  civil  suits,  at  their  election,  to 
obtain  the  testimony  of  the  -adverse  party,"  it  was  further 
provided  that  any  party  in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding,  either 
in  law  or  in  equity,  may  require  any  adverse  party  to  give 
testimony,  under  oath,  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  com- 
petent witness,  either  orally  upon  the  trial,  or  under  a  com- 
mission, or  conditionally,  or  for  the  purpose  of  having  his 
testimony  perpetuated. 

The  Code  abolished  the  action  to  obtain  discovery,  under 
oath,  in  aid  of  the  prosecution  or  defense  of  another  action 
(§  389),  and  substituted  therefor  the  examination  of  a  party 
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as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the  adverse  party ;  so  that  under  it 
a  party  may  examine  his  adversary  as  a  witness,  in  the  same 
manner  as  any  other  witness,  either  at  tlie  trial,  conditionally 
or  npon  commission  (§  390),  and  the  examination,  instead  of 
being  had  at  the  trial,  may  even  be  had  at  any  time  before 
trial,  at  the  option  of  the  party  claiming  it  (§  391).  The 
examination,  when  thus  taken  before  trial,  is  to  be  filed  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  examination  of  a  witness  taken  de  bene 
esse  is  required  to  be  filed,  and  may  thereupon  be  read  by 
either  party  on  the  trial  (§  392). 

The  Code,  as  originally  enacted,  also  provided  that  no  per- 
son offered  as  a  witness  should  be  excluded  by  reason  of  his 
interest  in  the  event  of  the  action  (§  351  of  184:8).  But  the 
legislature  did  not  stop  here ;  and  by  the  amendments  of  the 
Code  in  1857  a  party,  except  in  a  few  specified  cases,  was 
made  a  competent  witness  for  himself. 

Notwithstanding  these  progressive  changes  in  the  law,  the 
courts  held,  up  to  February,  1862,  that  no  power  existed  to 
compel  a  party  to  make  an  aflidavit  to  be  read  on  a  motion ; 
and  this  ruling  was  invariably  justified  by  the  supposed  pro- 
hibitory language  of  section  389  of  the  Code,  which  was  and 
still  is  to  the  effect  that  no  examination  of  a  party  shall  be 
had,  on  behalf  of  the  adverse  party,  except  in  the  manner 
prescribed  in  the  chapter  to  which  said  section  belongs  {Huelin 
agt.  ^idne7*j  6  Abb.j  19 ;  Palmer  agt.  AdamSy  22  How.y  375). 

The  legislature  thereupon  passed  the  seventh  subdivision 
of  section  401  of  the  Code,  whiah  is  as  follows : 

"  When  any  party  intends  to  make  or  oppose  a  motion  in 
any  court  of  record,  and  it  shall  be  necessary  for  him  to  have 
the  affidavit  of  any  person  who  shall  have  refused  to  make 
the  same,  such  court  may,  by  order,  appoint  a  referee  to  take 
the  affidavit  or  deposition  of  such  person.  Such  person  may 
be  subpenaed  and  compelled  to  attend  and  make  an  affidavit 
before  such  referee,  the  same  as  before  a  i-eferee  to  whom  it 
is  referred  to  try  an  issue ;  and  the  fee  of  such  referee  for 
such  service  shall  be  three  dollars  per  day." 
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Since  that  time  this  court  has* assumed  that  the  enactment 
of  this  suhdiyision  had  cured  the  defect,  and  has  acted  accord- 
ingly {Moses  agt.  Banker^  7  Hoi.,  131) ;  and  in  I^isk  agt. 
The  Chicago,  Rock  Idand  and  Pacific  JS.  B.  Co.  (3  Abb. 
N.  S.,  430)  the  supreme  court,  at  special  term,  so  held.  Tlie 
court  of  common  pleas,  however,  expressed  a  contrary  opinion 
in  HodgkvM  agt.  The  Ati^mtic  and  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.  (5 
Aib.  -Zr.  S.,  73) ;  and  that  case  and  the  one  now  before  us  are 
the  only  instances  in  which  the  power  of  the  court  to  order 
the  examination  of  a  party  in  the  manner  last  referred  to  has 
been  questioned. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  question  we  have  no 
doubt  as  to  the  existence  of  the  power.  The  former  statutes 
contain  the  word  '^  witness ;"  and  in  them,  as  well  as  in  the 
chapters  of.  the  Code  that  relate  to  the  competency  and 
examination  of  parties  and  witnesses,  the  obvious  distinction 
between  a  party  and  a  witness  is  carefully  preserved.  The 
said  seventh  subdivision  of  section  401,  on  the  other  hand, 
uses  the  word  "  person,"  which,  according  to  the  lexicogra- 
phers, includes  every  living  human  being.  Lord  Denman's  act 
for  improving  the  law  of  evidence,  passed  August  22d,  1843, 
enacts :  ^^  No  person  offered  as  a  witness  shall  hereafter  be 
excluded  by  reason  of  crime  or  interest ;  *  *  *  but  every 
person  so  offered  may  be  admitted,  *  *  *  provided  that 
this  act  shall  not  render  competent  any  party  to  any  suit,"  &c. 
&c.;  thus  showing  that  the  word  "person"  does  include  a 
party  unless  expressly  excepted.  The  same  express  excep- 
tion will  be  fonnd  in  many  of  our  statutes,  whenever  a  party 
is  intended  to  be  excepted  {see,  partictdo/rly,  §§  398  and  399 
qf  the  Code).  Now,  as  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  said 
seventh  subdivision,  the  courts  did  possess  the  power  to  com- 
pel the  examination  of  any  person  competent  as  a  witness, 
with  the  single  exception  of  a  party,  and  no  exception  in 
favor  of  a  party  is  made  therein ;  and  inasmuch  as  the  law- 
making power  must  bo  presumed  to  have  intended  something 
by  its  passage,  the  logical  conclusion  seems  to  be  that  parties 
Vol.  XLV  10 
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as  well  as  witnesses  were  intended  to  be  covered  by  that  pro- 
vision. This  will  still  more  6learly  appear  when  it  is  con- 
sidered that,  under  the  former  practice,  the  aflSdavit  of  a 
party  was  admissible  even  before  the  statute  of  1840,  in  the 
party's  own  behalf,  in  most  if  not  all  matters  heard  and 
determined  on  affidavits,  and  could  be  read  against  him  after 
it  had  been  made ;  and  that  the  decree  awarding  a  feigned 
issue  frequently  directed,  among  other  things,  that  the  plain- 
tiff* or  the  defendant  should  attend  to  be  examined  {Graha/m^s 
Pr,^  496).  For  these  reasons,  and  the  further  one  that  the 
history  and  course  of  the  legislation  of  iSiis  state  plainly 
shows  that  it  has  at  all  times  been  the  settled  policy  of  the 
legislature,  as  the  representative  of  the  progressive  power  of 
the  state,  to  extend  the  right  of  the  examination  of  parties 
as  to  matters  connected  with  the  issues  as  well  ^s  to  such  as 
arise  upon  collateral  inquiries  {see  Winston  agt.  English,  44 
Eow.^  398),  we  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  the  one 
above  indicated.  The  explanation  as  to  the  real  object  of 
the  amendment  which  Mr.  Justice  Babrett  attempted  to 
give  in  5  Ahb.  N.  S.^  75,  namely,  that  it  was  intended  thereby 
to  substitute  an  expeditious  and  simple  process  for  the  cum- 
bersome and  tedious  commission  so  long  in  vogue  in  the 
supreme  court,  rests  upon  too  narrow  grounds.  Other  courts 
did  possess  an  expeditious  process  by  simple  summons ;  and 
the  said  seventh  subdivision  is  made  applicable  in  express 
terms  to  all  the  courts  of  record  in  the  state.  Surely  no  valid 
reason  can  be  perceived,  upon  grounds  of  public  policy,  why 
a  party  who  asks  a  favor  from  the  court  upon  his  own  affid^ 
vit  should  not  be  called  upon  by  his  adversary,  in  case  of 
necessity,  to  make  to  the  court  explanatory  or  qualifying 
statements  consistent  with  the  truth. 

Section  389  of  the  Code  stands  no  longer  in  the  way,  if  it 
ever  didl  There  is  no  such  repugnancy  between  this  section 
and  the  said  seventh  subdivision  as  calls  for  a  restricted  inter- 
pretation of  the  word  "  person,"  contained  in  the  latter.  The 
prohibition  contained  in  the  first  relates  to  an  examination 
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upon  tlie  merits  of  the  action,  to  an  examination  to  procure 
evidence  as  to  issuable  facts ;  while  the  said  seventh  subdi- 
vision relates  to  the  talking  of  an  affidavit  or  deposition  to  be 
nsed  on  a  motion,  and,  consequently,  to  an  examination  upon 
collateral  questions  arising  during  the  progress  of  the  suit. 
Besides  tliat,  the  seventh  subdivision  referred  to  was  enacted 
long  after  the  389th  section,  and,  in  case  of  conflict,  would 
operate  as  a  modification  pro  tcmto.  Section  389  was  enacted 
to  do  away  with  bills  of  discovery  in  aid  of  actions  pending ; 
and  it  was  for  that  reason  provided  that  no  examination  of  a 
party  should  be  had,  except  in  the  cases,  for  the  purposes, 
upon  tlie  conditions  and  with  the  consequences  specified  in 
the  succeeding  sections  of  the  same  chapter.  But  the  examina- 
tion thereupon  substituted  relates  solely  to  the  issues ;  and, 
when  thus  construed,  there  is  no  conflict  between  the  389th 
and  the  401st  sections  of  the  Code. 

We  are,  therefore,  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  power 
contended  for.by  the  appellants  exists  in  the  court.  But,  on 
the  other  hand,  we  cannot  sanction  an  attempt  to  procure  the 
examination  of  a  party  under  the  subdivision  in  question 
upon  papers  that  do  not  disclose  the  necessity  for  the  applica- 
tion. Such  necessity  must  be  made  to  appear  by  a  statement 
of  facts  and  circumstances.  Upon  this  point  the  motion 
papers,  as  pointed  out  by  the  learned  chief  justice,  are  radi- 
cally defective  {see^  aUoj  7  Hob.j  131) ;  and  in  consequence 
of  such  defect  the  order  appealed  from  must  be  aflirmed. 

Order  afiSrmed,  with  ten  dollars  costs,  with  leave  to  appel- 
lants to  renew  motion  upon  payment  of  costs. 

'Sedgwick  and  Van  Vorst,  JJ'.y  concurred  in  the  foregoing 
opinion. 

Basboub,  C.  e/1 — This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the 
special  term,  founded  upon  aflidavits  and  notice  of  motion, 
setting  aside  and  vacating  an  ex  parte  chamber  order,  which 
appointed  a  referee  to  take  the  afiSdavit  or  deposition  of 
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Frederick  N.  Hurd,  the  defendant,  under  the  40l8t  Bection 
of  the  Code. 

As  the  chamber  order  in  question  does  not  recite  the  papers 
on  which  it  was  founded,  as  required  by  the  rule  of  this  court, 
such  order  would  probably  have  been  set  aside  as  irregular  if 
that  defect  had  been  pointed  out  in  the  motion  papers;  but 
it  was  not.  The  chamber  order,  however,  appears  to  have 
been  founded  upon  ^^  affidavit ;"  and  there  are  two  affidavits 
bearing  as  early  a  date  as  the  order,  and  which  may  be 
assumed  to  be  the  " affidavit"  mentioned  in  the  order.  One 
of  them  is  made  by  a  public  notary,  who  states  that  on  a  cer- 
tain day  he  presented  an  affidavit  to  the  defendant  and 
requested  him  to  verify  it,  and,  on  his  refusing  to  do  so, 
offered  to  correct  the  same,  if  incorrect ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant refused  to  verify  it  or  to  have  it  corrected. 

The  other  affidavit,  which  is  that  of  the  attorney  in  the 
action,  states  the  legal  opinion  that  it  is  necessary  for  the 
plaintiffs  to  use  the  defendants'  affidavit  upon  a.  motion ;  and 
that  the  affiant  believes  the  facts  set  out  in  the  affidavit  are 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  witness.  But  he  states  no  facts 
tending  to  prove  that  his  belief  in  regard  to  that  matter  or 
his  legal  opinion  was  well  founded.  Nor  did  either  affidavit 
disclose  the  nature  of  the  action  or  defense,  or  the  subject- 
matter  even  of  the  proposed  affidavit.  Certainly,  then,  the 
papers  upon  which  the  order  at  chambers  was  made  were 
insufficient  to  warrant  its  emission ;  and  for  that  reason  the 
court  might,  properly,  have  set  it  aside. 

But  the  learned  judge  who  presided  at  special  term  vacated 
the  order,  upon  the  ground  that,  although  the  seventh  subdi- 
vision of  section  401  authorizes  a  party  to  an  action  to  obtain 
in  this  manner  the  affidavit  or  deposition  of  "  any  person," 
that  authority  does  not  extend  to  the  examination  of  a  party 
opponent,  inasmuch  as  the  389th  section  declares  that  no 
examination  of  a  party  to  an  action  shall  be  had  on  behalf  of 
the  adverse  party,  except -in  the  manner  prescribed  in  the 
sixth  chapter,  i.  e.y  as  a  witness  in  the  cause. 
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As  the  seventh  subdivision  of  section  401  was  inserted  in 
the  Code  as  an  amendment  long  subsequent  to  the  enact- 
ment of  section  389,  it  may  well  be  that  the  former  section 
ought  to  be  considered  as  a  modification,  j^ro  tarUOy  of  the 
latter  to  such  an  extent,  at  least,  as  will  permit  a  party  to 
require  his  adversary  to  make  an  affidavit  of  such  facts, 
proven  to  be  within  his  knowledge,  as  may  appear  to  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  a  motion,  provided  the  facts 
thus  sought  to  be  discovered  are  of  such  a  nature  that  they 
cannot  be  established  upon  the  examination  of  the  party  as  a 
witness  under  the  provisions  of  the  sixth  chapter. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  that  question  here,  however, 
as  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  original  order  was  based  are 
wholly  insufficient,  even  upon  this  theory. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Leandeb   Ceouse,   appellant,  agt.   Washington    Gaelock, 

respondent. 

It  is  possible  for  a  witness  to  state  a  fact  in  plain  and  concise  language  so 
as  to  convey  a  distinct  idea  of  his  meaning  to  his  hearers,  and  yet  he 
may  have  used  words  in  a  sense  entirely  different  from  that  in  which 
they  were  understood  by  the  hearers,  and  may  have  intended  to  convey 
an  essentially  different  meaning. 

But  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  he  did  not  use  the  words  in  their  ordi- 
nary, popular  signification.  It  is  for  the  party  alleging  such  a  use  of 
words  to  prove  it. 

In  this  action,  which  was  one  commenced  l^f  ore  a  justice  of  the  peace  by 
the  plaintiff,  for  work,  labor  and  services  done  under  a  contract  for  a 
definite  period  at  a  fixed  sum  for  the  defendant,  and  a  discharge  of  the 
plaintiff  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  by  the  defendant,  the  Justice 
upon  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  being  the  principal  vntness,  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  for  fifty-four  dollars  and  seventy-four  cents,  from  which 
the  defendant  appealed  to  the  county  court,  where  the  judgment  of  the 
justice  was  reversed. 

The  county  judge  seemed  to  think  that  neither  performance  of  the  con- 
tract nor  excuse  for  non-performance  was  proved.  The  general  term 
on  appeal,  however,  thought  both  were  proved,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
had  proved  all  that  was  required  to  maintain  his  cause  of  action,  and 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  and  affirmed  that  of  the 
justice. 

Fourth  Department^  Oeneral  Term^  Rochester^  Ap7nly  1873. 

Before  Mullin,  P,  «/!,  E.  Daewin  Smith  and  Taloott,  JJ. 

This  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  to 
recover  of  the  defendant  on  a  special  contract  for  work  and 
labor,  and  on  a  general  count  for  work,  &c. 

The  defendant  pnt  in  an  answer  setting  up  the  pefideney 
of  another  action  for  the  same  cause  of  action. 


wmL 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  7» 

Crouse  agt.  Oarlock. 

The  cause  was  adjourned,  and  on  the  adjourned  day  the 
plaintiff  appeared  before  the  justice  but  tlie  defendant  did  not. 

The  plaintiff  was  examined  in  his  own  behalf;  he  also 
called  two  other  witnesses  and  rested,  and  the  justice  ordered 
judgment  for  fifty-four  dollars  and  seventy-four  cents  dam- 
ages, besides  costs. 

From  this  judgment*  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  county 
court,  and  that  court  reversed  the  judgment  on  two  grounds, 
viz. :  1st.  Because  the  justice  received  illegal  evidence ;  and,t 
2d.  No  cause  of  action  was  proved  before  the  justice.     The 
plaintiff  appeals  to  this  court  from  the  judgment  of  reversal. 

On  the  adjourned  day  the  plaintiff  amended  his  complaint 
and  in  it  he  alleged  that  on  the  19th  of  April,  1870,  he  and 
defendant  entered  into  an  agreement  in  and  by  which  defend- 
ant hired  plaintiff  to  work  on  his  farm  for  eight  months  from 
the  23d  April,  1870,  and  he  agreed  to  pay  therefor  the  sum 
of  twenty-five  dollars  per  month  and  keep  for  plaintiff  two 
horses. 

That  plaintiff  commenced  work  on  the  day  agreed  upon 
and  worked  until  26th  September,  1870,  when  defendant  dis- 
charged plaintiff  and  there  was  due  plaintiff  $150  for  said 
work. 

There  was  a  second  count  for  work  and  labor  and  use  of 
plaintiff's  team  and  for  time  spent  for  plaintiff,  for  which  he 
claimed  damages  of  $200. 

On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  testified  in  substance  as  follows : 
"  I  made  a  bargain  to  work  for  defendant  on  his  farm ;  com- 
menced the  23d  of  April  at  twenty-five  dollars  per  month, 
and  the  keeping  of  a  pair  of  horses  to  work  on  his  farm ;  I 
was  .to  work  them  for  him  when  he  wanted  them ;  worked 
■until  the  26th  of  September  under  said  contract,  losing  eight 
and  three-quarter  days ;  defendant  discharged  me  and  refused 
to  let  me  work  any  longer ;  the  whole  amount  of  labor  was 
$130.77;  he  paid  me  seventy-five  dollars  and  twenty-five 
cents ;  deducting  for  lost  time  and  payments  made  there  is  a 
balance  due  me  of  forty-seven  dollars  and  eighty-four  cents ; 
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before  I  went  to  work  for  him  I  took  him  four  or  five 
miles  to  Canajoharie  to  get  some  trees  with  my  t^am;  took 
two  days  and  was  worth  four  dollars ;  went  for  a  doctor  one 
night  to  Utica,  worth  one  dollar  and  fifty  cents ;  mowed  grass 
two  nights,  worked  over-time  mowing  with  machine,  worth 
one  dollar ;  had  a  grain  bag  worth  forty  cents ;  nothing  more 
paid.;  offered  to  work  out  my  time."  * 

Another  witness  testified  that  plaintiff  commenced  work 

^for  defendant  about  the  first  of  April  and ,  continued  till  into 

September ;  defendant  told  plaintiff  to  clear  out,  to  go  amongst 

the  neighbors ;  plaintiff  then  asked  defendant  for  money  and 

he  replied  he  did  not  owe  him  any. 

Another  witness  testified  that  defendant  admitted  that  he 
hired  plaintiff  for  twenty-five  dollars  per  month  and  keep  his 
horses  for  him. 

The  justice  certified  that  the  foregoing  is  substantially  all 
the  evidence  given  in  the  cause. 

S.  J.  Babrows,  attorney  for  appeflant, 

I.  The  appellate  court  is  limited  to  the  grounds  stated  in 
the  notice  of  appeal,  and  the  judgment  of  the  justice  could 
not  be  reversed  for  errors  not  stated  or  appearing  in  the 
notice  of  appeal  {Code^  §  363 ;  Avery  agt.  WoodbeoJCy  62  Barh.y 
657;  Bu8h  agt.  Dennison,  14  Eow.,  310 ;  2  Waifs  L.  &  P., 
778,  779).  We,  therefore,  submit  that  the  notice  of  appeal 
to  the  county  court  is  not  sufiScient  to,  and  does  not  raise  the 
question  on  which  the  county  court  reversed  the  judgment  of 
the  justice. 

II.  All  legal  intendments  and  inferences,  if  they  are  to  be 
indulged  in  at  all,  will  be  in  support  of  and  not  against  the 
proceedings  and  judgment  of  the  justice  {ManrUn  agt.  Hcmghr 
toriy  31  Hbw.j  82 ;  2  Waifs  L,  <&  P.,  908,  and  cases  there 
cited;  Code,  §  366;  49  Barb.,  146 ;  31  N.  JT.,  480). 

III.  The  complaint,  as  amended  before  the  justice,  contains 
two  counts,  one  for  a  breach  of  contract  in  discharging  the 
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plaintiff  and  the  other  for  \irork  and  labor  generally ;  and  we 
submit  that,  under  either  count,  the  plaintiff  gave  ample  and 
sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  a  recovery  and  sustain  the  judg- 
ment rendered  by  the  justice,  and  that  the  county  court  erred 
in  reversing  the  same. 

1.  'The  plaintiff  testifies  that  he  made  a  contract  to  work 
for  the  defendant  on  his  farm  in  Frankfort ;  that  he  com- 
menced April  23d  at  twenty-five  dollars  per  month  and  the 
keeping  of  a  pair  of  horses  to  work  on  defendant's  farm ;  that 
he  commenced  work,  under  this  contract  the  23d  of  April 
and  worked  until  the  26th  day  of  September,  losing  eight 
and  thi*ee-qnai*ter  days'  time,  when  the  defendant  discharged 
him  and  refused  to  let  him  work  any  longer ;  that  the  whole 
amount  of  his  work  amounted  to  $130,77;  that  defendant 
had  paid  him  seventy-five  dollars  and  twenty-five  cents ;  that 
the  lost  time  was  worth  seven  dollars  and  sixty-eight  cents, 
making  in  all,  tliat  the  defendant  had  paid  him,  eighty-two 
dollars  and  ninety-nine  cents,  leaving  a  balance  of  forty-seven 
dollars  and  eighty-four  cents ;  that  he  done  other  work  for 
the  defendant  before  the  contract  was  made,  worth  four  dol- 
krs,  and  another  item  worth  one  dollar  and  fifty  cents ;  that 
he  worked  overtime  worth  one  dollar,  and  that  defendant 
had  a  grain  bag  of  him  worth  fifty  cents,  making  in  all  the 
sum  of  fifty-lour  dollars  and  eighty-four  cents,  the  precise  sum 
for  which  the  judgment  of  the  justice  was  rendered ;  that  no 
part  of  this  difference  liad  been  paid,  and  that  at  tb^  time  the 
defendant  discharged  him  he  offered  to  work  his  time  out  as 
well  as  since  that  time. 

2.  This  evidence  is  not  disputed  and  must  be  taken  to  be 
true  in  the  case,  and  if  the  plaintiff  was  discharged  before  the 
end  of  his  time  he  had  one  of  three  remedies,  either  of  yrhich 
he  might  pursue  at  his  election  :  ^'  1.  He  may,  the  moment 
the  contract  is  broken,  bring  a  special  action  to  recover  the 
damages  arising  from  the  breach.  2.  He  may  treat  the  con- 
tract as  rescinded  and  immediately  sue  on  the  quantum  meruit 
for  the  work  actually  performed ;  or,  3.  5e  may  wait  until 
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the  tennination  of  the  period  for  which  he  was  hired,  and  claim 
as  damages  the  wages  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  contract "  {Col- 
bum  agt.  Woodworth,  31  Bari.j  381 ;  2  Smithes  Leading  Cases, 
p.  27,  noiss  to  Cutter  agt,  Powell;  1  CowerCa  Tr.  ly  Kings- 
ley,  p.  136). 

IV.  If  the  plaintiff  was  discharged  by  the  defendant  and 
the  defendant  refused  to  let  him  work  his  time  out  as  the 
plaintiff  testified  and  as  appears  by  the  evidence  in  the  case, 
it  was  a  breach  of  the  contract  by  the  defendant,  which  enti- 
tled the  plaintiff  to  bring  this  action  at  once  to  recover  for 
the  labor  already  performed,  and  he  was  not  bound  to  wait 
until  the  termination  of  the  period  for  which  he  was  hired 
before  he  could  bring  the  same  {Colbv/m  agt.  Woodnjoorth,  31 
Barb.y  381 ;  Burtis  agt,  Thompson,  42  iT.  Y.,  246 ;  Crist 
agt.  Armov/r,  34  Ba/rh.,  378). 

V.  The  presumption  is  the  plaintiff  done  his  duty  to  the 
defendant  and  was  duly  performing,  and  would  have  fully  kept 
and  performed,  the  contract  on  his  part  but  for  being  dis- 
charged by  the  defendant ;  and  if  it  were  otherwise,  or  the 
defendant  had  cause  for  discharging  the  plaintiff,  it  was  for 
him  to  show  that  fact  on  the  trial  and  not  abandon  the  case 
after  the  joining  of  issue  and  adjournment,  as  the  case*  shows 
he  did, 

YI.  The  justice  did  not  err  in  not  dismissing  the  case  at 
the  joining  of  the  issue  on  receiving  the  answer  of  defendant 
of  the  commencement  of  a  former  suit  in  bar. 

1,  The  answer  does  not  show  that  the  alleged  former  suit 
wa^  still  pending.  This  is  essential  in  such  an  answer  and 
cannot  be  omitted  (O^Brien  agt.  Lloyd,  1  Sweeny,  19). 

8.  There  was  not  then  or  at  any  time  any  proof  offered  or 
given  of  the  pendency  of  the  alleged  action. 

We  submit,  therefore,  that  there  was  ample  and  sufficient 
evidence  before  the  justice  to  warrant  and  sustain  the  judg- 
meqt  by  him,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court 
^hollld  he  reversed  and  that  of  the  justice  affirmed, 
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J.  A.  Steblb,  attorney  for  respondent. 

I.  The  learned  county  judge  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
justice  for  two  principal  reasons : 

1st.  That  the  plaintiff  failed  to  show  a  performance  of  the 
contract  (if  there  was  one  proven  on  the  trial),  and, 

2d.  The  admission  of  incompetent  evidence. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  defendant  waives  nothing  by  not 
appearing  at  the  trial,  and  if  the  justice  admitted  any  incom- 
petent or  improper  evidence,  the  defendant  may  have  the 
benefit  of  the  objectionable  evidence  on  appeal,  the  same  as 
though  he  had  appeared  on  the  trial  and  there  made  his 
objection  {Clark  agt.  Van  Vraoken^  20  Barb,,  278  ;  Perkins 
agt.  StehbinSy  29  id.,  523 ;  Armstrong  agt.  Smith,  44  id,,  120). 

II.  The  plaintifE  failed  to  "show  a  performance  of  his  con 
tract,  if  any  was  shown  to  have  been  made. 

1.  There  was  no  contract  shown  by  any  legal  evidence. 

2.  But  assuming  that  a  contract  might  be  spelled  out  of 
what  the  plaintiff  says,  it  was  a  contract  to  work  eight  months 
at  twenty-five  dollars  per  month,  and  the  keeping  of  a  pair  of 
horses  \o  work  on  the  defendant's  farm. 

3.  It  appears  from  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  lost 
eight  and  three-quarter  days. 

No  excuse  is  shown  for  this  loss  of  time — a  third  of  a  work- 
ing  month. 

It  not  only  shows  a  non -performance  of  the  alleged  agree- 
ment, but  shows  a  violation  of  it. 

4.  It  appears  from  the  allied  contract  that  the  plaintiff 
was  to  keep  his  team  of  horses  on  the  defendant's  farm  and 
work  them  when  wanted. 

He  shows  no  performance  or  offer  to  perform  this  part  of 
the  contract. 

5.  It  was  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  a  perform- 
ance of  his  contract  or  an  offer  to  perform  ;  and  not  having 
done  so,  the  county  judge  rightfully  reversed  the  judgment. 

III.  The  justice  received  incompetent  and  improper  evi' 
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dence.    In  fact,  there  is  very  little,  if  any,  competent  or 
proper  evidence  in  the  case. 

1.  With  relation  to  the  price  agreed  upon  for  the  services 
the  plaintiff  says :  "  I  commenced  work  on  the  twenty-third 
day  of  April  at  twenty-five  dollars  per  mouth." 

This  is  all  there  is  upon  that  part  of  the  contract. 
This  was  incompetent  and  improper. 

2.  The  plaintiff  says  again :  "  The  whole  amount  of  labor 
was  $130.77." 

This  was  also  incompetent  and  improper. 

3.  Again  the  plaintiff  says :  ^*  Paid  me  seventy-five  dollars 
and  twenty-five  cents ;  lost  time,  eight  and  three-quarter  days, 
worth  seven  dollars  and  sixty-eight  cents.  Making  all  he  has 
paid  me  eighty-two  dollars  and  ninety-nine  cents,  leaving  a 
balance  of  forty-seven  dollars  arid  eighty-one  cents  due  me  for 
work  under  this  contract  by  the  month." 

In  other  words,  the  plaintiff  calcnlates  the  number  of  days 
lost  time  at  twenty-five  dollars  per  month,  and  gives  the 
defendant  credit  for  that  amount  by  adding  it  to  the  amount 
paid  him  and  deducting  that  amount  from  the  amount  he  had 
earned  for  the  whole  tin^e  worked  at  twenty-five  dollars  per 
month. 

This  is  a  short  and  r^^ther  novel  way  of  making  up  the 
account.  But  he  made  an  error  in  his  calculations.  His  work 
will  not  prove. 

It  was  all  incompetent  and  improper. 

4.  The  opinion  of  the  .plaintiff,  as  to  the  value  of  the  vari- 
ous items  set  forth,  was  incompetent  and  improper.  He  W'as 
not  shown  incompetent. 

6.  Again,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  went  to 
Canajoharie  with  his  teapo  s^t  the  request  of  the  defendant; 
nor  at  whose  request  or  for  whom  he  went  for  the  doctor, 
nor  for  whom  he  mowed  the  grass,  nor  who  had  the  grain 
bag, 
•  This  evidence  was  all  incompetent  and  improper. 

IV,  Thp  learned  ooui^ty  judge  committed  no  error  in 
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reversing  the  judgment  of  the  justice,  and  the  judgment  of 
the  countj  court  should  be  affirmed  bj  this  court 

By  tJis  CauH^  Mullik,  P.  J. — ^The  county  judge  delivered 
an  opinion  assigning  liis  reasons  for  reversing  the  judgment. 

The  first  objection  the  learned  judge  makes  to  the  action 
of  the  justice  is  that  the  plaintiff  testified  to  the  whole  amount 
of  his  labor,  but  gives  no  &cts  whereby  any  legal  conclusion 
can  be  arrived  at  as  to  whether  the  labor  amounted  to  that  or 
not. 

I  am  unaUe  to  conceive  of  any  other  facts  that  were 
required  to  ascertain  the  amount  due  him  under  the  contract. 
He  gave  the  day  on  which  he  commenced  work  and  the  day 
he  quit  work,  and  the  wages  defendant  agreed  to  pay,  and  the 
number  of  days  plaintiff  did  not  work  for  defendant.  These 
data  are  all  that  could  be  required. 

The  justice  waei  not  bound  to  accept  the  result  of  plaintiff 's 
calculation  if  it  was  erroneous,  but  there  can  be  no  objection 
to  the  witness  making  this,  if  he  makes  it  correctly.  A  spe- 
cial contract  was  clearly  proved.  The  county  judge  seems  to 
think  that  neither  performance  nor  excuse  for  non-perform- 
ance was  proved.  It  seems  to  me  that  both  were  proved. 
Plaintiff  swears  he  worked  for  defendant  from  23d  April  to 
26th  September  under  the  contract,  and  on  the  last-mentioned 
day  he  was  discharged,  or  as  the  other  witness  expressed  it, 
he  was  told  to  go  among  the  neighbors.  The  plaintiff  per- 
formed as  long  as  defendant  would  permit.  When  he  was 
ordered  off,  it  was  his  right  to  leave  and  recover  for  his  wages 
already  earned. 

The  judge  says  the  .plaintiff  does  not  show  how  or  why  he 
was  discharged.  He  certainly  shows  how  he  was  discharged, 
the  reason  why  he  might  not  know.  The  judge  says  that  this 
answer,  that  he  was  discharged,  was  a  mere  conclusion  of  the 
MritnesB.  Webster  says  that  one  definition  of  the  word  dis- 
charge, is  to  dismiss  from  service. 

There  is  no  room  for  two  opinions  as  to  what  the  witness 


86         NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Crouse  agt.  Garlock. 

■  —  J 

said,  and  no  room  for  argument  as  to  his  meaning.  So  far 
from  being  a  conclusion  of  the  witness,  it  is  the  statement  of 
a  fact. 

It  is  possible  for  a  witness  to  state  a  fact  in  plain  and  con- 
cise language  so  as  to  convey  a  distinct  idea  of  his  meaning 
to  his  hearers,  and  yet  he  may  have  used  words  in  a  sense 
entirely  different  from  that  in  which  they  were  understood 
by  the  hearers,  and  may  have  intended  to  convey  an  essen- 
tially different  meaning.  But  it  will  not  be  presumed  that 
he  did  not  use  the  words  in  their  ordinary,  popular  significa- 
tion. It  is  for  the  party  alleging  such  a  use  of  words  to 
prove  it. 

We  cannot  affirm  that  the  witness  Ai^ten  did  not  state  the 
whole  conversation  with  defendant  when  he  heard  defendant 
tell  plaintiff  to  clear  out,  nor  that  any  additional  words  used 
by  him  would  have  changed  the  sense. 

It  seems  to  me  the  plaintiff  proved  all  that  he  was  required 
to  prove  to  maintain  his  cause  of  action. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  reversed,  and 
that  of  the  justice  affirmed. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

IThomas    Campbell,  plaintiff  and  respondent,  agt.  He^^by 
Kearney  and  another,  defendants  and  appellants. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  killing  plidntiff 's  horse  through  the  negligence  of 
the  defendants*  employe,  the  evidence  showed  that  the  defendants' 
horse,  which  the  employe  was  driving,  caught  his  tail  around  the  reins, 
opposite  plaintiff's  place  of  business,  and  began  to  back,  and  backed 
agunst  plaintiff's  horse  and  wagon,  standing  near  the  curbstone  oppo- 
site plaintiff's  place,  by  means  of  which  plaintiff^s  horse  (not  being 
hitched),  took  fright  and  ran  away,  by  which  it  received  injuries  result- 
ing in  its  death  soon  afterwards: 

Eieldf  that  the  question  of  defendants'  negligence,  as  well  as  the  plaintiff's 
contributory  n^ligeneCj  having  been,  as  questions  of  fact,  submitted 
to  the  jury,  and  they  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  this  court 
would  not  disturb  the  verdict,  and  hold,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the 
defendant  was  not  guilty  of  negligence,  whatever  might  be  their  own 
views  on  the  subject 

General  Term^  Marchj  1873. 

Present  Daly,  Ch.  J.;  Robinson  (md  Lokw,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  third  district  court. 

This  action  -was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the 
value  of  a  horse  belonging  to  him,  which  was  killed  by  reason 
of  the  alleged  carelessness  and  negligence  of  the  defendants' 
servant. 

On  the  trial  the  value  of  the  horse  was  proved  to  be  from 
$125  to  $150. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  sixty 
dollars,  for  which  sum,  together  with  costs  and  extra  costs, 
amounting  in  all  to  $81.50,  judgment  was  entered. 

The  defendants  appealed  to  this  court. 
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John  L.  Lindsay, /br  defendants  and  appellanta. 
W.  0.  Carpenter,  for  plaintiff  and  respondent 

By  the  courts  Loew,  J, — It  appears  that,  on  a  warm  day  m 
the  month  of  June,  1871,  the  defendants'  horse,  in  the  act  of 
brushing  the  flies  off  his  body,  and  while  being  driven  along 
Sixth  avenue,  nearly  opposite  to  the  plaintiff's  place  of  busi- 
ness, got  one  of  tlie  reins  under  his  tail,  which  caused  him  to 
become  restive,  and  to  move  backward,  thus  coming  in  con- 
tact with  the  plaintiff's  horse  and  wagon,  at  that  time  stand- 
ing in  the  street,  close  to  the  curbstone,  whereby  the  latter 
horse  was  frightened  and  ran  away,  in  consequence  of  which 
it  sustained  injuries  whicli  resulted  in  its  death  two  days 
thereafter. 

Now,  although  after  a  careful  perusal  of  all  the  evidence  in 
the  case,  I  am  not  altogether  satisfied  that  the  injury  com- 
plained of  was  caused  by  reason  of  the  carelessness  or  negli- 
gence of  the  defendants'  employe,  who  drove  the  horse  on  the 
occasion  referred  to,  yet,  on  the  other  hand,  1  do  not 
think  that  the  judgment  should  be  disturbed  by  an  appellate 
tribunal. 

On  the  trial  one  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  who  saw  the 
occun*ence,  testified  that  he  is  in  the  habit  of  driving  horses, 
and  that  a  horse  can  be  managed  notwithstanding  he  has  his 
tail  over  one  of  the  reins,  and  further  that  the  defendants' 
driver  might  have  stopped  the  plaintiff's  horse  ftom  running 
away. 

In  this  latter  view  he  was  corroborated  by  the  testimony 
of  another  witness,  who  also  saw  the  accident  and  was 
examined  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

This  evidence  was  sufficient  to  carry  the  case  to  the  jury, 
and  they  having  by  their  verdict  found  that  the  defendants' 
employe  was  guilty  of  negligence,  I  do  not  think  that  we 
would  be  warranted  in  holding,  as  matter  of  law,  that  he  was 
not,  whatever  our  own  views  might  be  on  the  subject. 

I  also  incline  to  the  opinion  that,  in  order  to  reach  a  cor- 
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rect  conclusion  whether,  in  a  particular  case,  a  party  who 
leaves  a  horse  standing  in  a  public  thoroughfare,  without 
being  fastened  or  attended  by  any  one,  is  guilty  of  negligence ; 
the  disposition  and  habits  of  the  animal,  the  place  where  and 
the  length  of  time  it  is  left  standing,  as  well  as  other  sur- 
rounding circumstances,  must  be  taken  into  consideration. 

I  therefore  think  that  the  question  whether  or  not  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  was  one  of 
fact,  which  was  properly  left  to  the  jury  for  their  determina- 
tion {Park  agt.  O'Brien^  23  Conn.^  339). 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  should  be  affirmed. 

Dalt,  Ch. «/.,  and  Robinson,  «/.,  concurred. 

Vol.  XT.V  12 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COtJRT. 

The  Gobham  Maj^ufaoturing  Company  agt.  William  G. 
Fargo,  President  of  the  American  Merchants'  Union 
Express  Company. 

Where  a  package  contains  money  or  coin,  and  its  external  appearance  is 
in  harmony  with  its  contents,  and,  in  connection  with  the  size  and 
weight  of  the  package,  indicates  clearly  that  it  is  not  one  containing 
ordinary  merchandise,  and  there  is  no  claim  that  any  verbal  misstate- 
ment has  been  made  by  any  one,  or  to  anyone,  as  to  its  contents,  on  its 
delivery  to  an  express  company  or  common  carrier  for  transportation, 
the  rule  is  that  the  consignor  is  not  bound  to  volunteer  any  information 
to  the  carrier,  or  make  any  statement  whatever  as  to  its  contents,  unless 
he  is  asked  by  the  carrier. 

The  carrier  is  bound  to  make  the  inquiry  as  to  the  value  of  the  box 
or  package  delivered  to  him,  and  the  owner  must  answer  at  his  peril ; 
and  if  such  inquiries  are  not  made,  and  it  is  received  for  such  price  for 
transportation  as  is  asked  with  reference  to  its  bulk,  weight  or  external 
appearance,  the  carrier  is  responsible  for  the  loss,  whatever  may  be  its 
value. 

General  Terrn^  March^  1873. 

Before  Monell  a/nd  Fbbedman,  JJ.  . 

This  action  was  brought  for  the  loss  of  a  package  of  silver 
coin,  received  by  the  American  Merchants'  Union  Express 
Company  for  carriage. 

The  evidence  on  the  trial  established  the  following  facti^: 

In  Jime,  1869,  plaintiff's  agent  purchased  for  account  of 
the  plaintiff  from  one  Elliot,  in  Newburyport,  Mass.,  a  lot 
of  Haytien  silver  coin,  worth  $339.90  in  United  States  cur- 
rency, which  price  the  company  paid  him  therefor.  Elliot 
was  directed  to  forward  the  coin  by  express  to  plaintiff,  at 
Providence,  R.  I. 

He  packed  the  coin  in  a  wooden  box  about  seven  to  eight 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  91 

Qorham  Manufacturing  Company  a;^.  Fargo. 

inches  long,  and  about  five  or  six  inches  high  and  wide.  The 
box  was  made  of  three-fourths  or  seven-eighths  boards.  The 
coin  weighed  nearly  nineteen  pounds,  and,  with  the  box, 
about  twenty  pounds.  The  box  was  rolled  up  in  heavy  brown 
paper,  tied  with  heavy  twine,  and  sealed  with  green  sealing 
wax  at  every  crossing  of  the  twinof  and  on  the  knot  where  it 
was  tied,  stamped  with  a  ten  dollar  gold  piece.  It  was 
directed  to  plaintiff,  Providence,  Rhode  Island,  and  delivered 
by  Elliot  to  Gillett  &  Co.,  proprietors  of  the  Newburyport 
and  Boston  Express. 

Nothing  was  said  as  to  the  charges  on  the  box.  Gillett 
fixed  the  charge  at  what  he  thought  proper,  and  collected  it 
fi"om  the  defendant.  He  charged  twenty-five  cents,  which 
was  the  ordinary  charge  for  merchandise,  and  less  than  the 
ordinary  charge  for  coin.  Elliot  testified  that  he  told  Gillett 
that  the  box  was  a  valuable  one,  and  that  it  contained  silver ; 
but  Gillett  denied  it,  and  also  denied  any  knowledge  as  to  its 
contents.  Gillett  &  Co.'s  driver  delivered  the  package  at 
Boston  to  the  receiving  clerk  of  the  defendant,  who  paid  the 
driver  Gillett  &  Co.'s  charge ;  and  the  driver  delivered  it  to 
the  defendant  in  the  same  manner  in  which  he  was  accus- 
tomed to  deliver  ordinary  merchandise.  The  driver  had  not 
beea  informed  by  Gillett  and  did  not  know  what  the  package 
contained,  or  that  it  was  valuable,  and  did  not  state  what  it 
contained ;  nor  was  he  asked  any  questions. 

Defendant's  office  in  Boston  contains  two  counters  or 
departments,  about  thirty  feet  apart ;  one  intended  for  money 
or  valuable  packages,  the  other  for  ordinary  merchandise. 
The  merchandise  department  is  nearest  the  door;  and  the 
clerk  at  that  counter  is  accustomed  to  ask  the  value  of  pack- 
ages brought  to  him,  and  to  send  persons  bringing  money 
packages  to  the  other  counter.  He  did  not  ask  the  value  of 
this  package,  because  the  person  who  brought  it  was  an 
expressman.  He  inferred  that  it  was  merchandise  from  the 
sum  which  the  previous  carrier  had  charged.  The  package 
left  defendant's  Boston  office  about  a  quarter  to  three  on  that 
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day,  and  was  never  heard  of  after  that  time.  Search  was 
made,  bat  it  wbb  never  traced,  and  defendant  was  never  able 
to  iind  it. 

Defendant  also  proved  the  custom  of  his  company  to  take 
special  care  of  money  packages,  and  to  charge  a  greater  com- 
pensation therefor  than  for  ordinary  merchandise;  that,  by 
the  act  of  the  previous  carrier  in  delivering  it  at  the  wrong 
counter,  his  company  was  led  to  believe,  and  did  believe, 
that  the  package  was  not  a  valuable  one,  and  was  thereby 
led  and  induced  to  treat  and  care  for  the  said  package  as 
ordinary  merchandise,  and  not  as  a  package  of  money,  coin 
or  valuables. 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony  on  both  sides,  the  court  held 
that  there  was  no  question  for  the  jury  to  pass  upon,  and 
directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $407.39 ; 
to  which  ruling  and  direction  defendant's  counsel  excepted. 

The  jury  rendered  a  verdict  as  directed,  and  the  court 
ordered  the  entry  of  judgment  to  be  suspended,  and  the 
exceptions  to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  general  term. 

Thomas  M.  NomRyfar  plairUif. 
Beasdslee  &  CoLBy  for  defendant. 

By  the  covHy  Fbebdman,  J, — The  American  Merchants' 
Union  Express  Company  was,  in  respect  to  the  package  in 
question,  a  common  carrier.  The  package  vras  addressed  to 
well  known  manufacturers  of  silver.  There  was  no  fraud, 
imposition,  unMr  concealment  or  disguise  of  the  package,  so 
as  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  daim  the  benefit  of  &e  rule  laid 
down  in  WcMmer  agt.  Western  Transporta/tiofi  Company  (5 
Robtj  490).  The  external  appearance  of  the  package  was  in 
harmony  with  its  contents,  and,  in  connection  with  the  size 
and  weight  of  the  package,  indicated  clearly  that  tho  latter 
was  not  one  containing  ordinary  merchandise.  No  proof 
was  adduced  that  coin  is  not  commonly  packed  as  this  was ; 
and  there  is  no  claim  that  any  verbal  misstatement  was  made 
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by  any  one  or  to  any  one  in  the  matter.  In  such  case  the 
rule  is  that  a  consignor  is  not  bound  to  volunteer  any  infor- 
mation to  the  carrier,  or  make  any  statement  whatever,  unless 
he  is  asked  by  the  carrier. 

The  carrier  is  bound  to  make  the  inquiry  as  to  the  value 
of  the  box,  or  the  articles  delivered  to  him,  and  the  owner 
must  answer  at  his  peril ;  and  if  such  inquiries  are  not  made, 
and  it  is  received  for  such  price  for  transportation  as  is  asked 
with  reference  to  its  bulk,  weight,  or  external  appearance, 
the  carrier  is  responsible  for  the  loss,  whatever  may  be  its 
value. 

Defendant's  receiving  clerk  testified  that  it  was  the  general 
rule  to  ask  the  question,  "  What  is  the  value  of  this  package  ? " 
and,  if  information  was  refused,  not  to  decline  carrying,  as 
the  company  lawfully  might,  but  to  receive  the  package  and 
to  place  on  the  receipt  "  Value  asked ;  not  given.'^  But  in 
this  ease  he  asked  no  questions  and  undertook  to  use  his  own 
judgment.  And,  finally,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the 
defendant  did  not  show  under  what  circumstances  the  pack- 
age was  lost,  or  show  that  its  loss  resulted  from  the  difference 
in  care,  which  the  company  was  accustomed  to  exercise 
toward  merchandise  and  valuable  packages. 

From  this  it  follows  that,  being  a  common  carrier  and 
having  received  the  package  without  a  special  contract  in 
limitation  of  the  common-law  liability,  and  the  same  having 
been  lost  while  in  the  carrier's  possession,  but  not  through 
the  act  of  God  or  of  the  public  enemy,  the  company  is  liable 
for  its  value  within  the  general  rule  as  to  the  responsibility 
of  common  carriers;  and  as  no  request  was  made  for  the 
submission  of  the  case,  or  of  any  particular  question  of  &ct 
involved  therein  to  the  jury,  a  verdict  was  properly  directed 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  {Schroff  agt.  Bauer ^  42  5(n^.,  848). 

Defendant's  exceptions  should  be  overruled,  and  judgment 
absolute  ordered  for  plaintiff  on  the  verdict,  with  costs. 

MoNSLL,  e/l,  concurred. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Adelia  Sickbls  and  Maboabetta  M.  Sickels,  plaintiffs  and 
respondents,  agt.  Wright  Gillies  and  James  W.  Gillies, 
defendants  and  appellants. 

In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note,  given  by  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiffs,  the  defendants  pleaded  specially  a  want  of  consideration  by 
alleging  and  proving  that  the  money  for  which  the 'note  was  given 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff's  brother,  which  was  deposited  with  them  by 
him,  in  trust,,  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  what  they  might  require  during  his 
absence,  and  the  remainder,  if  any,  to  himself  on  his  return ;  and  that 
the  defendants,  in  pursuance  of  such  trust,  paid  to  plaintiffs  a  portion 
of  said  sum  during  such  absence,  and  the  remainder  to  the  brother  on 
his  return  home;  and  the  plaintiffs  claimed  and  proved  that  the  money 
belonged  to  the  plaintiffs  and  was  deposited  with  the  defendants,  when 
the  note  was  given,  in  the  presence  of  their  brother,  before  he  went 
away,  for  safe  keeping,  they  believing  the  defendants  to  be  responsible. 

Held,  that,  under  this  contradictory  and  irreconcilable  evidence,  the  court 
could  not  disturb  the  verdict  of  the  jury  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  as  the 
defendants  omitted  to  move  for  the  direction  of  a  verdict,  they  stand 
precluded  from  alleging  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  weight  of 
evidence. 

General  Termj  Mwrch^  1873. 

Before  Monell,  E,  e/".,  Fbeedman  cmd  Cuetis,  JJ. 

The  action  was  brought  upon  a  promissory  note  made  by 
the  defendants  and  payable  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  answer  admits  the  making  of  the  note ;  pleads  pay- 
ment, and  then  sets  forth,  by  way  of  a  separate  defense : 

Defendants  further  say  that  the  said  instrument  was  signed- 
for  the  purposes  following,  as  a  mere  memorandum '  and  not 
otherwise,  to  wit :  One  John  Sickels,  about  the  date  of  said 
memorandum,  then  being  in  the  employ  of  these  defendants, 
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deposited  with  these  defendants  the  sum  of  $320,  therein 
mentioned,  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  if  they  should  require 
and  demand  the  same  during  his  expected  absence  from  the 
city  of  New  York,  and  if  not  required  and  demanded,  to  be 
returned  to  said  John  Sickels.  That,  during  his  said  absence 
from  the  city  of  New  York,  the  plaintiffs  never  asked, 
claimed  or  demanded  from  the  defendants  any  further  sum 
than  the  sum  of  $100,  which  was  duly  paid  to  them ;  that, 
soon  thereafter,  and  upon  the  return  of  said  John  Sickels  to  the 
city  of  New  York,  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  for 
which  said  money  had  been  deposited  as  aforesaid,  said  John 
Sickels  demanded  from  the  defendants  the  return  of  the  bal- 
ance of  $220,  so  as  aforesaid  deposited,  which  was  duly  paid 
by  these  defendants,  and  defendants  allege  that  no  other  or 
further  consideration  was  had  or  received  for  the  said  instru- 
ment in  writing. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Defendants  moved,  on  the  minutes  of  the  court,  for  a  new 
trial,  which  was  denied. 

The  appeal  is  from  the  judgment  and  order  denying  motion 
for  a  new  trial. 

Bell,  Baetlett  &  Wilson,  Attorneys  for  plaintiff s  and 

respondents. 
Stephen    B.  Bbagite,  Attorney  for  defendants  wnd 

appellants. 

By  the  cov/rty  Freedman,  J. — On  the  former  appeal  the 
general  term  of  this  court  held  that  the  facts  set  up  in  the 
third  paragraph  of  the  answer  amounted  to  a  plea  of  total 
failure  of  the  consideration  of  the  note,  and  that,  the  suit 
being  between  the  original  parties,  and  it  not  appearing  that 
the  plaintiffs  sustained  any  other  relation  to  the  note  than 
that  of  mere  agents  for  their  brother,  John  Sickels,  the  evi- 
dence offered  in  support  of  such  plea,  and  also  with  a  view  to 
sustain  the  defense  of  payment,  was  erroneously  excluded. 
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Upon  the  second  trial,  which  resulted  in  the  appeal  rtow 
before  us,  defendants'  evidence  in  support  of  that  plea  was 
admitted  by  the  court,  and  then  the  plaintiffs  showed  that 
they  and  their  brother  were  all  present  when  the  deposit  was 
made ;  that  the  money  was  not  the  money  of  John  Siekels, 
but  that  it  belonged  to  the  plain tiflfe,  or,  at  any  rate,  to  one 
of  them  —  Adelia  —  and  that  the  plaintiffs  deposited  the 
money  with  the  defendants  for  jsafe  keeping,  because  they 
believed  the  defendants  to  be  responsible  persons. 

The  statements  of  the  parties,  being  diametrically  opposed 
and  irreconcilable,  were  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  the  latter 
found  the  fact  in  favor  of  the  plaintifls.  This  finding  cannot 
be  disturbed.  By  their  omission  to  move  for  the  direction  of 
a  verdict,  the  defendants  stand  precluded  from  alleging  that 
the  verdict  is  against  the  weight  of  evidence  {Rowe  agt. 
Stevens,  48  How.,  10 ;  S.  (7.,  12  AVb.,  N.  S.,  889). 

The  exceptions  presented  by  the  case  are,  therefore,  all  that 
we  can  look  at.  Those  which  relate  to  the  exclusion  of  evi- 
dence have  been  neither  set  forth  in  the  printed  points  nor 
alluded  to  on  the  argument,  and,  for  that  reason,  may  be 
deemed  to  have  been  waived.  The  others,  which  relate  to 
the  charge  of  the  court,  and  his  refusal  to  charge,  we  have 
carefully  considered  and  found  untenable. 

The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  must  be  severally 
affirmed,  with  costs. 

MoKELL  and  Cubtis,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Thb  Psoplb  agt.  Jbrbmiah  McOabthy. 

Thb  Same  agt.  William  Waenbb. 

The  act  recently  passed  by  the  legislature  of  1878,  called  **  The  habitual 
criminal  act/'  is  not  uneonstUutionai,  as  violating  that  provision  of  article 
1  of  the  constitution,  which  declares  that  '*  trial  by.  jury  in  all  cases  in 
which  it  has  heretofore  been  used,  shall  remain  inviolate  forever.'' 

Nor  does  the  act  violate  that  provision  of  Hhe  constitution  which  declares 
that  "  no  person  shall  be  subject  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  for  the 
same  offense,"  but  is  valid  so  far  as  any  constitutional  objection  is  con- 
cerned. 

Construction  of  the  act,  and  the  duty  of  officers  to  make  arrests  under  it, 
stated. 

The  act  contains  the  following  clause  :  **  And  that  he  or  she  has,  at  some 
time,  been  convicted  of  any  of  the  crimes  herein  named  "  In  the  case 
of  the  defendant  Warner,  there  was  an  absence  of  any  evidence  that  he 
had  ever  been  convicted  of  any  crime,  as  required  by  the  act,  and  he 
was  therefore  discharged. 

This  act  does  not  require  a  rehearing  of  the  ease  by  the  court  of  review, 
but  only  of  the  iffridence.  The  whole  of  the  evidence  and  the  proceed- 
ings may  be  brought  up  (as  in  this  case)  by  eerUorwri^  and  the  rehearing 
had  upon  the  record. 

New  York  General  Term^  Jime^  1873. 
Before  Ikgbaham,  P.  J. ;  Davis  and  Fanohbb,  JJ. 
Thbsb  cases  were  brought  up  for  review  in  this  court  by 
certiorari  to  the  police  justices'  court. 

W.  F.  HowB,  counsel  for  the  defendants. 
Mr.  Phblps,  district  attorney^  for  the  people. 

Vol.  XLV  13 
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By  the  Courts  Davis,  J, — The  first  question  raised  is  as  to 
the  constitutionality  of  the  act.  It  is  insisted  that  the  act  in 
question  is  in  violation  of  that  provision  of  article  1  of  the 
constitution  which  declares  that  "  trial  by  jury,  in  all  cases  in 
which  it  has  heretofore  been  used,  shall  remain  inviolate  for- 
ever." A  careful  examination  of  the  act  will  show  that  its 
sole  object  is  to  place  certain  definitely  described  persons, 
when  found  frequenting  or  attending  certain  designated 
places  for  unlawful  purposes,  in  the  class  of  *'  disorderly  per- 
sons," and  subject  them  to  arrest,  trial  and  imprisonment  by 
proceedings  analogous  to  those  long  used  against  such  per- 
sons. Both  in  England  and  in  this  state,  long  prior  to  the 
earliest  of  our  state  constitutions,  vagrants  and  disorderly 
persons,  as  defined  by  statute,  were  made  subject  to  summary 
trials  without  jury,  and  frequently  from  time  to  time,  in  both 
countnes,  additions  have  been  made  by  statute  to  the  classes 
known  as  disorderly  persons,  with  provisions  subjecting  them 
to  arrest  and  trial  in  the  same  form.  References  to  the 
ancient  statutes  oi  England  on  this  subject  may  be  found  col- 
lected in  Burris  (Justice),  under  the  title  of  "  Vagrants,"  and 
the  more  modern  laws  are  contained  in  British  Statutes  at 
Large,  and  in  2  Chitty's  Statutes,  145,  under  the  head  of 
"  Criminal-law  vagrancy."  Prior  to  1788,  the  administration 
of  this  branch  of  criminal  justice  in  the  colony  of  New 
York  was  doubtless  conducted  under  the  English  statutes.  In 
February,  1778,  the  legislature,  as  may  be  found  in  2  Oreen 
Law8^  52,  while  abrogating  generally  the  statutes  for  appre- 
hending and  punishing  ^*  disorderly  persons."  (?)  That  act 
continued  in  force  until  the  adoption  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
when  it  was  enlarged  by  extension  to  include  gamblers,  rope- 
dancers,  common  showmen,  etc.,  and  re-enacted,  with  some 
modifications  not  affecting  the  question  now  under  considera- 
tion (1  R.  &,  638 ;  Edmonds'  ed.,  243,  591,  §§  1,  10).  The 
late  chancellor  Walworth,  in  Duffy  v.  The  People  (6  HUl^ 
79),  speaking  of  the  extensions  made  by  the  Revised  Statutes, 
says :    "  I  have  no  doubt  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the 
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law,  although  it  extends  to  some  offenses  of  the  same  nature 
and  character  which  were  not  embraced  in  the  act  of  Febru- 
ary, 1788."  By  the  7th  section  of  chapter  11  of  the  Laws 
of  1833,  the  legislature  added  one  to  the  class  of  disorderly 
persons  as  defined  by  the  existing  statutes,  and  authorized  a 
single  magistrate  to  deal  with  him  in  a  similar  way  as  all 
others  of  his  class  had  long  been  dealt  with.  The  same 
ground  of  unconstitutionality  was  urged  in  a  case  arising 
under  that  act  that  is  now  presented.  The  supreme  court 
held  the  act  to  be  valid,  and  that  the  provisions  of  the  con- 
stitution above  referred  to  had  no  application  to  such  cases 
{Duffy  agt.  TTie  People^  6  HiU^  355).  The  court  of  errors, 
on  the  same  case  being  brought  before  them,  although  they 
reversed  the  judgment  below  on  another  question,  seem  to 
have  adopted  the  opinion  of  chancellor  Walworth,  in  which 
he  examined  and  affirmed  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  with 
great  research  and  ability  {Duffy  agt.  The  People^  6  HiU^  75). 
The  act  now  under  consideration  is  a  substantial  transcript  of 
the  statute  of  Pennsylvania  on  the  same  subject,  passed 
March  13,  1862,  and  of  the  several  amendments  subsequently 
enacted.  That  statute  and  its  amendments  may  be  found  in 
Brightley's  Pardon  Digest,  pp.  346,  347.  It  has  been  the 
subject  of  careful  review  in  the  supreme  court  of  that  state, 
in  Byers  a/nd  Davis  agt.  The  Commonwealth  Reporter  (42 
Penn.  St.  jB.,  86,  6  Wright),  The  provisions  of  the  consti- 
tution of  Pennsylvania,  in  respect  to  trial  by  jury,  are  like 
our  own.  The  court  examined  the  question  of  the  constitu- 
tionality of  the  law  very  fully,  and  upheld  its  validity  in  an 
able  and  conclusive  opinion.  There  can  be  no  question,  in 
view  of  the  statutes  and  authorities,  that  trial  by  jury  had, 
before  the  constitution,  never  been  used  in  the  disposition  of 
vagrants  and  disorderly  persons,  and  consequently  was  not 
intended  for  such  persons,  so  far  as  they  were  defined 
by  then  existing  legislation.  That  the  legislature  have 
power  to  enlarge  the  class  of  persons  to  be  affected  by  laws 
against  disorderly  persons,  and  to  be  summarily  tried  by  the 
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magistrates  of  the  elate,  seems  to  be  well  settled  by  the 
authorities  above  cited.  I  am  of  opinion,  both  upon  prin- 
ciple and  authority,  that  the  act  of  1S73  is  valid.  The  objec- 
tion that  it  is  void  becanse  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of 
the  constitution  that  "  no  person  shall  be  subject  to  be  twice 
put  in  jeopardy  for  the  same  oflFense,"  is  hardly  worthy  of 
serioQS  consideration.  It  is  not  hia  previoas  offense  which 
makes  the  "  professional  thief"  a  disorderly  person  under  the 
law,  but  it  is  his  act  of  attending  at  the  places  named  for 
unlawful  purposes,  such  as  plying  his  vocation,  that  brings 
him  within  the  prevention  remedies  of  the  new  statute. 

Haying  disposed  of  these  questions,  I  am  brought  to  those 
wliicli  afl'ect  the  constraction  of  the  act  and  its  application  to 
the  case  in  hand.  The  persons  to  whom  the  act  applies  are 
proleaaional  thieves,  burglars,  pickpockets,  counterfeiters  or 
forgers.  A  person  within  either  of  these  descriptions  may  be 
arrested  in  either  of  two  modes :  First,  by  warrant  issued  by 
a  police  magistrate  or  justice  of  the  peace,  upon  complaint 
on  oath  or  affirmation,  showing  that  he  or  she  is  a  disorderly 
person  within  tho  act.  Second,  by  any  of  the  police  authori- 
ties "at  any  steamboat  landing,  railroad  depot,  church,  bank- 
ing institution,  broker's  office,  place  of  public  amusement, 
auction  room,  store,  auction  sale  in  private  residences,  passen- 
ger car,  hotel  or  restaurant,  or  at  any  other  gathering  of  peo- 
ple, whether  few  or  many,"  whenever  known  to  the  officer 
making  the  arrest  to  be  within  either  of  the  described 
classes,  and  such  officer  has  good  reason  to  believe  that  such 
person  is  at  the  place  where  found  for  an  unlawful  purpose- 
In  such  case  the  officer  is  justified  in  making,  and  it  is  his 
duty  to  make,  the  arrest,  and  take  the  prisoner  before  a 
magistrate  for  the  examination  required  by  the  statute.  The 
case  before  me  is,  perhaps,  a  fair  illustration  of  the  power 
and  the  duty  of  the  officer.  Warner  was  found  by  officer 
I  the  platform  of  a  street  car,  among  several 
ng  on  the  same  platform.  He  was  known  to 
K  a  .professional  pickpocket,  and  was  acting  in 
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a  manner  which  led  the  officer  to  believe  that  he  was  on  the 
car  for  the  purpose  of  stealing  from  the  passengers.  These 
facts  made  it  the  duty  of  officer  Dusenbury  to  arrest  him 
under  the  act,  and  take  him  before  the  examining  magistrate. 
His  authority  was  properly  exercised,  and  is  not  affected  if  it 
shall  turn  out,  upon  investigation,  that  the  prisoner  is  not  to 
be  convicted  by  the  magistrate.  The  act  provides  that  when 
a  person  thus  arrested  is  brought  before  the  magistrate,  "  that 
if  it  shall  be  proven  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  magistrate  or 
justice  of  the  peace,  by  sufficient  testimony,  that  he  or  she 
was  frequenting  or  attending  such  place  or  places  for  an  unlaw- 
ful purpose,  and  that  be  or  she  has  at  some  time  been  con- 
victed of  any  of  the  crimes  herein  named,  he  or  she  shall  be 
deemed  a  disorderly  person,  and  upon  conviction,  after  trial, 
shall  be  committed,"  &c.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  magistrate, 
upon  the  trial,  is  to  be  satisfied  by  sufficient  evidence  tliat  the 
party  is  within  the  description  of  persons  named  in  the  act, 
to  wit,  "a  professional  thief,  burglar,  pickpocket,  counter- 
feiter or  forger ;"  that,  if  arrested  by  an  officer  at  one  of  the 
places  named  in  the  act,  he  was  frequenting  or  attending  such 
place  for  an  unlawful  purpose,  and  that  he  has  at  some  time 
been  convicted  of  either  larceny  (petit  or  grand),  burglary, 
picking  a  pocket,  which  is  larceny  trom  the  person,  without 
regard  to  the  value  taken,  or  counterfeiting  or  forgery  (the 
latter  being  the  legal  name  for  the  offense),  and  if  so  satisfied 
he  may  convict  him  of  being  a  disorderly  person,  and  com- 
mit him  as  provided  by  the  act.  Tliis  act  contains  one 
requirement  not  in  the  Pennsylvania  statute.  It  is  found  in 
the  words  "  and  that  he  or  she  has  at  some  time  been  con- 
victed of  any  of  the  crimes  herein  named."  These  words 
render  our  statute  far  less  valuable  and  efficient  than  that  of 
Pennsylvania.  There  is,  of  course,  no  reason  why  a  well- 
known  professional  criminal,  who  is  found  at  any  of  the 
places  named,  for  the  purpose  of  committing  crime,  should 
not  be  deemed  a  disorderly  person,  notwithstanding  he  may 
not  have  been  actually  convicted  of  crime,  and  it  is  to  be 
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lioped  that  the  legiBlature  will  amend  the  act  to  make  it  aa 
valuable  and  effective  aa  that  of  our  sister  state.  But  the 
provision  is  in  the  act  in  plain  terms,  and  the  courts  cannot 
disregard  it.  It  was  evidently  carelessly  interjected,  as  it 
speaks  of  a  conviction  "  of  any  of  the  crimes  herein  named," 
when  in  fact  no  crime  is  named  in  the  act.  This  defect,  how- 
evei',  is  easily  remedied  by  construction.  Theact  is  a  remedial 
one  for  the  prevention  of  crime,  and  the  protection  of 
society  against  the  evil  designs  of  persone  attempting  to  com- 
mit offenses.  It  should  therefore  be  rightly  construed  to 
effect  the  desired  end,  and  not  strictly  to  defeat  it.  Hence 
the  phrase,  "criinee  herein  named,"  should  be  held  to  mean 
such  as  make  the  party  committing  them,  within  the  com- 
mon sense  of  these  terms,  a  thief  or  bnrglar,  or  pickpocket, 
or  counterfeiter.  But  this  construction  cannot  go  so  far  as 
to  eliminate  from  the  statute  the  plain  requirements  of  proof 
of  a  tbrmer  conviction  of  some  one  of  those  crimes.  In 
Warner's  case,  while  them  was  abundant  evidence  that  he 
was  a  professional  thief,  and  was  on  the  cars  for  the  purpose 
of  stealing,  there  was  no  proof  that  he  had  ever  been  con- 
victed of  any  of  tlie  specified  crimes.  His  conviction  was, 
therefore,  not  justified  by  the  evidence.  The  only  other 
question  relates  to  the  tbnn  of  proceeding  before  the  judge 
or  court  who  shall  have  issued  the  writ  of  haheaa  corpus 
under  the  second  section.  The  question  arises  on  tlie  pro- 
vision that  "upon  the  return  thereof"  (that  is,  of  the  writ), 
"  there  shall  be  a  rehearing  of  the  evidence,  and  the  judge 
or  justice  may  either  discharge,  modify  or  confirm  the  pom- 
mitment."  It  is  claimed  that  it  is  my  duty  to  retry  the  ease 
upon  evidence  to  be  produced  before  me.  But  it  will  be 
observed  the  language  is  not  that  there  shall  be  a  "  rehearing 
of  the  case,"  but  a  "  rehearing  of  the  evidence."  By  this  I 
think  that  it  was  intended  tliat  the  evidence  before  the  commit- 
ting magistrate  shall  be  reconsidered  and  reviewed,  and  the 
judge  or  justice  shall,  upon  such  evidence,  determine  whether 
there  should  be  a  discharge  or  a  modification,  or  a  confirma- 
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tion  of  the  commitment.  Any  other  view  would  require  a 
complete  new  trial,  with  the  production  of  witnesses,  and 
their  examination  and  cross-examination,  and  lead  to  the 
greatest  embarrassments.  The  whole  of  the  evidence  and 
proceeding  may  be  brought  up,  as  has  been  done  in  this 
case,  by  certiorari^  and  where  the  record  contains  the  evi- 
dence there  is  no  occasion  to  rehear  orally  what  is  already 
before  me  in  writing.  .  I  am  strengthened  in  this  view  by  the 
case  of  JSyers  agt.  The  Commonwealth^  above  cited.  The 
second  section  of  the  Pennsylvania  act  is  in  the  exact  words 
of  ours.  The  courts  in  that  case  held  that  it  was  the  proper 
course  to  bring  up  the  proceedings  and  evidence  by  certiorariy 
and  the  "  rehearing  of  the  evidence"  was  had  upon  the  record. 
All  the  points  and  objections  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner 
are  overruled,  except  that  based  upon  the  absence  of  any 
proof  of  previous  conviction,  as  required  by  the  act.  On 
that' ground  alone  the  prisoner  must  be  discharged. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

John  A.  Stevens  and  others.  Trustees,  Respondents,  agt 
Stephen  V.  R.  Watson,  impleaded  with  the  Buffalo, 
CoRNmo  AND  New  York  Railroad  Company  and  others, 
Appellants. 

In  1852  the  defendants,  The  Buffalo,  Corning  and  New  York  Railroad 
Company,  gave  a  mortgage  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  trustees,  to  secure  an  issue 
of  bonds  to  the  amount  of  $1,000,000  upon  all  the  company's  **  railroad, 
as  well  as  that  part  now  constructed  as  the  part  thereof  which  shall  be 
hereafter  constructed,  together  with  the  right  of  way  of  said  road,  lands, 
rails,  bridges,  erections,  slructuries,  fixtures  and  appurtenances  thereunto 
belonging,  and  all  the  franchises  and  rights  now  owned  by  or  belonging 
to  the  coiporation,  or  that  may  be  owned  by  them  and  belong  to  them 
hereafter,  together  with  all  the  locomotives,  tenders,  cars,  carriages,  tools 
and  machinery  now  owned  or  hereafter  to  be  owned  by  said  corporation, 
or  in  any  way  belonging  or  appertaining  to  said  road  and  used  thereon.*' 

The  mortgage  also  contained  a  covenant,  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagors, 
for  further  assurance. 

In  1853  a  second  mortgage,  similar  in  its  terms  to  the  plaintiffs*  mortgage, 
was  executed  by  Uie  company  to  Daniel  S.  Miller  and  Miles  S.  Sampson, 
trustees,  to  secure  a  further  issue  of  bonds  by  the  company  to  the  amount 
of  $600,000.  The  mortgage  was  declared,  in  terms,  to  be  subject  to 
the  plaintiffs'  mortgage.  Afterwards,  in  1858,  the  company  executed  to 
the  second  mortgagors  as  a  further  security  a  chattel  mortgage,  describ- 
ing  particularly  the  personal  property.  This  chattel  mortgage  was  also 
declared  to  be  subject  to  the  plaintiflfe*  mortgage. 

The  second  mortgage  was  given  after  the  greater  part  of  the  property,  real 
and  personal,  had  been  acquired  by  the  company  after  the  first  mortgage 
was  given,  as  well  as  that  which  was  included  in  the  first  mortgage. 

The  defendant,  Watson,  was  a  holder  of  some  of  the  bonds  secured  by  the 
second  mortgage,  and  also  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  company  for 

,    $5,442.61,  which  was  a  lien  on  all  the  property  of  the  company. 

Edd^  on  a  foreclosure  of  the  first  mortgage  by  the  plaintifils,  that  it  was  a 
valid  lien  upon  all  the  property  of  the  mortgagors  (the  railroad  company) 
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embraced  within  the  terms  of  the  mortgage,  whether  owned  by  the  com- 
pany at  its  date,  or  whether  subsequently  acquired. 

In  equity  the  mortgage  of  the  subsequently  acquired  property  is  valid,  and 
may  be  enforced  against  the  mortgagors  and  all  other  persons,  except 
purchasers  for  value  and  without  notice. 

The  covenant  for  further  assurance  contained  in  the  plaintiffs*  mortgage 
operates  as  an  equitable  lien  upon  the  after-acquired  property. 

The  trustees  in  the  second  mortgage  and  Watson  were  not  bona  fide  pur- 
chasers nor  entitled  to  preference.  These  trustees  took  their  mortgages 
expressly  subject  to  the  plnintifis*  mortgage,  and  Watson,  at  most,  had 
but  a  general  lien  by  judgment  on  the  equity  of  redemption. 

A  specific  equitable  lien  upon  laud  is  entitled  to  a  preference  over  a  sub- 
sequent legal  lien  by  judgment. 

A  mortgage  made  by  a  corporation  as  the  borrower,  the  statutes  of  usury 
have  no  application  to  it. 

If  there  is  no  statute  limiting  the  rate  of  interest  upon  loans  to  corpora- 
tions, illegality  or  taint  of  usury  cannot  be  imputed  to  their  contracts  as 
borrowers. 

June  Tenn.  1865. 

This  was  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  by  the 
railroad  company  in  April,  1852,  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  trustees, 
to  secure  an  issue  of  bonds  to  the  amount  of  $1,000,000.  The 
mortgage  was  upon  all  the  company's  "  raiboad,  as  well  as 
that  part  now  constructed  as  the  part  thereof  which  shall  be 
hereafter  constructed,  together  with  the  riglit  of  way  of  said 
road,  lands,  rails,  bridges,  erections,  structures,  fixtures  and 
appurtenances  thereunto  belonging,  and  all  the  franchises  and 
rights  now  owned  by  or  belonging  to  the  corporation,  or  that 
may  be  owned  by  them  a;id  belong  to  them  hereafter,  together 
with  all  the  locomotives,  tenders,  cars,  carriages,  tools  and 
machinery  now  owned  or  hereafter  to  be  owned  by  said  cor- 
poration, or  in  any  way  belonging  or  appertaining  to  said 
raad  and  used  thereon." 

The  mortgage  also  contained  a  covenant,  on  the  part  of  the 
mortgagors,  for  further  assurance. 

In  May  or  June,  1 853,  a  second  mortgage,  similar  in  its 
terms  to  the  plaintiff's  mortgage,  was  executed  by  the  com- 
pany to  Daniel  S.  Miller  and  Miles  S.  Sampson,  trustees,  to 
secure  a  further  issue  of  bonds  by  the  company  to  the  amount 
Vol.  XLV  14 
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of  $600,000.  These  trustees  were  made  defendants.  The 
mortgage  was  declared,  in  terms,  to  be  subject  to  the  plam tiffs' 
mortgage.  The  company  afterward,  on  the  16th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1853,  executed  to  the  trustees  named  in  the  second 
mortgage,  as  a  further  security  for  the  payment  of  the  last- 
mentioned  bonds,  a  cliattel  mortgage,  describing  particularly 
the  personal  property.  This  chattel  mortgage  was  also 
declared  to  be  subject  to  the  plaintiffs'  mortgage. 

At  the  time  the  plaintiffs'  mortgage  was  executed  the  com- 
pany had  not  acquired  title  to  the  whole  of  the  lands  on 
which  the  road  was  located.  It  afterward  acquired  title  to 
land,  upon  which  it  erected  machine  shops  and  other  buildings 
for  the  use  of  the  corporation,  and  particularly  the  company 
received  a  grant  of  land  at  Corning,  about  two  and  a  half 
miles  from  the  eastern  terminus  of  its  road,  at  its  intersection 
with  the  New  York  and  Erie  railroad,  upon  which  it  had 
erected  a  machine  shop  and  depot,  arid  to  which  it  had  access 
over  a  track  laid  down  by  it  on  the  land  of  the  New  York 
and  Erie  Railroad  Company  to  the  Corning  depot,  and  from 
thence  over  the  Erie  road,  and  a  side  track  to  the  machine 
sho[).  The  company  also  purchased,  after  the  first  mortgage 
was  given,  several  locomotives  and  passenger  and  freight  cars 
and  other  personal  property  for  operating  its  road.  The 
second  mortgage  was  given  after  the  greater  part  of  the  real 
and  personal  property  mentioned  had  been  acquired  by  the 
company. 

The  defendant,  Watson,  was  a  holder  of  some  of  the 
bonds  secured  by  the  second  mortgage,  and  also  a  judg- 
ment creditor  of  the  company,  having  recovered  a  judgment 
against  it  of  $5,442.61  in  November,  1855,  which  judgment 
was  docketed  in  the  several  counties  traversed  by  the  railroad, 
but  no  execution  had  been  issued  tliereon.  Being  made  a 
party  to  the  foreclosure  *suit,  as  a  judgment  creditor  of  the 
company,  he  appeared  and  set  up  that  the  plaintiffs'  mortgage 
created  no  lien  upon  real  estate  acquired  by  the  mortgagors 
after  its  execution,  nor  upon  any  rolling  stock,  cars,  tools  and 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  107 

Stevens  agt.  Buffalo,  Coming  and  New  York  Railroad  Comi)any. 

machinery  which  the  company  did  not  own  when  it  was  exe- 
cuted ;  that  his  judgment  is  a  lien  upon  such  subsequently 
acquired  lands,  and  that  the  second  mortgage  is  also  a  lien 
upon  all  real  estate  and  appurtenances,  rolling  stock,  etc., 
acquired  intermediate  the  date  of  the  two  mortgages,  superior 
and  prior  to  the  first  mortgage,  and  that  the  chattel  mortgage 
to  the  trustees  is  a  Hen  upon  the  property  mentioned  in  it, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  have  no  claim  upon  such  chattel  pro- 
perty under  their  mortgage.  He  also  set  up  that  some  part 
of  the  bonds  were  sold  and  negotiated  at  less  than  par,  and 
for  that  reason  the  mortgage  was  usurious. 

The  defendant,  Watson,  alone  interposed  the  defense  of 
usury.  This  defense  the  judge  overruled  at  the  trial  and 
directed  judgment  of  foreclosure,  and  that  all  the  lands  of 
the  mortgagors,  all  their  rights  of  way,  all  the  track,  rails, 
bridges,  buildings,  creations,  fixtures,  etc.,  all  interests  in 
lands  acquired  for  the  purposes  of  the  company,  all  franchises, 
together  with  all  the  rolling  stock,  locomotives,  cars,  tenders, 
tools  and  machinery  owned  by  the  company,  or  in  anywise 
belonging  or  appertaining  to  tlie  road  or  used  thereon  be  sold, 
and  that  the  defendants  (including  the  defendant  Watson)  be 
forever  barred  from  all  equity  of  redemption  and  claim  of,  in 
and  to  the  mortgaged  franchise,  premises  and  property,  etc. 

In  respect  to  the  sale  of  the  rolling  stock  and  other  per- 
sonal property  acquired  after  the  plaintiffs'  mortgage  was 
executed,  the  decision  and  judgment  declared  that  the  sale 
should  be  subject  to  a  levy  of  an  execution  upon  Watson's 
judgment,  which,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  might  be  issued  and 
levied  thereon. 

From  this  judgment,  which  was  affirmed  at  the  general 
term  of  the  supreme  court,  Watson  appealed  to  this  court. 

E.  L.  Fanoher,  for  plaintiffs. 

John  Ganson  and   Geo.   F.  Comstook, /<?r  defendant 

Watson. 
Francis  Kernan,  for  other  defendants. 
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Weioht,  J. — I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  appeal  is  with- 
out merit.  The  plaintiffs'  mortgage  was  a  valid  lien  npon  all 
the  property  of  the  mortgagors  (the  railroad  company) 
embraced  within  the  terms  of  the  mortgage,  whether  owned 
by  the  company  at  its  date  or  whether  subsequently  acquired. 
It  is  unnecessary  to  go  the  length  of  the  proposition  (though 
I  think  it  might  be  successfully  maintained)  that  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  mortgagees  of  the  franchises  of  the  corporation,  are 
entitled  to  the  subsequently  acquired  property  as  an  incident 
to  the  franchise  mortgaged,  and  as  an  accession  to  the  subject 
of  the  mortgage. 

Be  this  as  it  may,  in  eqnity  the  mortgage  of  the  subse- 
quently acquired  property  is  valid,  and  may  be  enforced 
against  the  mortgagors  and  all  other  persons,  except  pur- 
chasers for  value  and  without  notice. 

The  covenant  for  further  assurance,  contained  in  the  plain- 
tiffs' mortgage,  operates  as  an  equitable  lien  upon  the  after- 
acquired  property. 

The  trustees  in  tlie  second  mortgage  (Miller  and  Sampson) 
and  Watson  were  not  bona  fide  purchasers  nor  entitled  to 
preference.  These  trustees  took  their  mortgages  expressly 
t  to  the  plaintiffs'  mortgage,  and  Watson,  at  most,  had 
general  lien  by  judgment  on  the  equity  of  redemption, 
iear,  as  to  the  mortgagors,  that  the  plaintiffs'  mortgage 
jn  in  equity  on  all  the  property  owned  at  its  date  or 
ard  acquired,  and  the  defendant  Watson,  whether  he 
id  as  a  bondholder  under  tlie  second  mortgage,  or  as  a 
lent  creditor,  can  have  no  greater  right,  as  againrt  the 
:ff,  than  the  railroad  company  (the  mortgagors)  have. 
1  trustees  of  the  bondholders  under  the  second  mort- 
aeside  having  notice  of  the  prior  mortgage,  took  their 
ages  subject  theret^a,  and  a  lien  by  judgment  is  always 
linate  to  a  prior  equitable  lien,  whether  of  record  or 
r  executed  or  not.  The  plaintiffs'  mortgage  was,  in 
,  a  specific  lien  on  tlie  real  estate  of  the  company,  and 
ific  equitable  lien  npon  land  is  entitled  to  a  preference 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  109 

Stevens  agt.  BufTalo,  Coming  and  New  York  Railroad  Company. 

over  a  subsequent  legal  lien  by  judgment.  If,  as  is  now 
asserted,  the  plaintiff'  mortgage  never  was  a  lien  on  the 
lands  acquired  by  the  company  at  Corning,  for  the  erection 
of  a  machine  shop  and  depot,  the  judgment  appealed  from 
could  do  him  no  harm.  But  I  think  the  judge  rightly 
decided  that  the  plaintiff'  mortgage  was  a  lien. 

The  legal  presumption  is  that  these  iands  were  necessary 
for  the  use  of  the  company,  and  were  properly  acquired ;  and, 
if  acquired  for  its  use,  they  became  annexed  to  the  franchise 
and  inseparable  from  it. 

It  was  alleged,  in  the  answer  of  the  defendant  "Watson,  and 
proved  on  the  trial,  that  some  of  the  bonds  secured  by  the 
plaintiffs'  mortgage  were  negotiated  and  sold  by  the  com- 
pany at  less  than  par,  and,  for  this  reason,  it  is  urged  the 
mortgage  is  usurious  and  void.  The  objection  is  susceptible 
of  various  answers,  but  a  conclusive  one  is  that  the  mort- 
gage, being  made  by  a  corporation  as  the  borrower,  the 
statutes  of  usury  have  no  application  to  it. 

In  Room  agt.  BuUerfield  and  others^  decided  at  the 
present  term  of  the  court,  it  was  held  that  the  act  of  April 
6th,  1850  {LoAJOs  of  1860,  chap,  172),  prohibiting  corporations 
from  interposing  the  defense  of  usury,  has  the  effect  to  except 
from  the  operation  of  the  statutes  of  usury  contracts  of  cor- 
porations stipulating  to  pay  interest. 

This  being  the  construction  given  to  the  act  mentioned, 
the  contract  in  this  case  is  not  impeachable  for  usury. 

If  there  is  no  statute  limiting  the  rate  of  interest  upon 
loans  to  corporations,  illegality  or  taint  of  usury  cannot  be 
imputed  to  their  contracts  as  borrowers. 

The  judgment  should  be  aflSrmed. 

. .  :f  _  __    _■ 

Note. — We  received  this  opinion  from  Judge  Fancheb,  who  waa  coun- 
mk  in  the  case,  stating  that  it  had  never  been  published,  but  touches  some 
important  questions  of  railroad  law.  It  has  so  often  been  asked  for,  that 
I  think  it  should  be  published  in  your  reports. — ^Rbf. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Fbanois  a.  Palmkr  agt.  John  Foley. 

The  provision  made  by  law  to  try  the  UtU  to  a  public  office  is  exclusive  and 
not  cumulative.  Whenever  it  is  alleged  that  a  person  has  usurped  a 
public  office,  the  attorney-general  is  authorized  to  institute  an  action  on 
behalf  of  the  people,  to  try  the  right  of  such  person  to  the  office,  and 
in  such  action  the  right  of  any  other  claimant  to  the  office  may  also  be 
determined. 

These  provisions  furnish  the  only  remedy  for  the  trial  and  determination 
of  such  questions,  and  they  prohibit  their  trial  in  any  other  manner. 

The  defendant,  under  an  appointment  by  the  city  comptroller  to  the  office 
of  deputy  chamberlain,  undertook,  by  threats,  &c.,  to  intrude  into  and 
to  take  possession  of  that  office,  and  to  oust  the  deputy  in  possession 
and  doing  the  dut'^s  of  the  office  under  the  appointment  of  the  cham- 
berlain, the  plaintiff. 

ffeldy  that  the  process  by  injunction  was  the  proper  remedy  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  should  be  sustained  upon  the  principle  that  it  is  a  proper  substitute 
for  another  remedy,  which,  had  it  been  adopted,  might  have  produced 
concision  'and  disorder  in  a  public  office,  and  perhaps  serious  loss  to 
the  city,  if  not  to  the  immediate  parties  concerned. 

For  the  plaintiff,  until  the  title  to  the  disputed  office  should  be  tried  and 
established  by  due  course  of  law,  as  the  responsible  custodian  of  the 
treasury  of  the  city,  and  of  the  office  in  whjch  his  official  business  is 
transacted,  and  of  the  books  and  papers  connected  therewith,  could  pro- 
perly exclude  the  defendant  therefrom,  and  with  force,  if  necessary,  to 
prevent  the  usurpation  of  the  office,  or  that  he  could  demand  the  aid  of 
the  civil  authority  to  protect  the  office  from  any  unwarrantable  intru- 
sion ;  but,  instead  of  asserting  his  right  thus  to  exclude  the  defendant, 
has  adopted  a  measure  more  conformable  to  peace  and  order. 

The  object  of  the  process  of  injunction  is  both  preventive  and  protective. 
It  seeks  to  prevent  a  meditated  wrong,  and  not  to  redress  an  injury, 
which  can  usually  be  done  only  at  law,  and  then  to  protect  a  party 
against  any  unlawful  invasion  of  his  rights. 

The  general  object  and  use  of  the  process  of  injunction  considered. 
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Appeal  from  an  order  continuing  an  injunction. 

Heard  at  the  March  Oeneral  Temiy  1873. 

Before  Monell,  Frebdman  a^id  Cuetis,  JJ. 

The  action  was  by  the  plaintiff,  the  chamberlain  of  the 
city,  to  restrain  the  defendant,  who  claimed  to  be  deputy 
chamberlain  under  an  appointment  by  the  comptroller,  from 
intruding  upon  the  oflSce.  An  injunction  was  granted  and 
continued  by  the  special  term. 

From  this  order  the  defendant  appealed. 

The  plaintiff  was  appointed  chamberlain  of  the  city  of 
New  York  January  6th,  1872,  and  was  in  the  possession  and 
exercising  the  duties  of  his  office  and  claiming  the  right  under 
chapter  623,  laws  of  1866.  On  the  sixteenth  day  of  May, 
1873,  appointed  Walter  B.  Palmer  to  be  deputy  chamberlain, 
who,  thereupon,  took  the  oath  of  office  and  entered  upon  the 
duties  as  such  deputy. 

The  defendant  claimed  that  on  the  sixth  day  of  January, 
1873,  he  had  been  appointed  deputy  chamberlain  by  Andrew 
H.  Green,  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  York,  who  claimed 
the  right  under  section  32,  chapter  137,  laws  of  1870,  and  had 
taken  the  oath  and  given  security  in  a  bond  of  two  hundred 
thousand  dollars  ($200,000),  and  the  bond  approved  by  the 
comptroller. 

That  acting  under  such  appointment  defendant  endeavored 
to  enter  and  take  possession  of  the  office  of  deputy  chamber- 
lain, but  plaintiff  refused  to  recognize  the  appointment  of 
defendant  and  brought  an  action  to  restrain  him  from  intrud- 
ing into  or  performing  any  of  the  duties  of  deputy  chamber- 
lain of  the  city  of  New  York.  Other  facts  appear  in  opinion 
of   chief  justice  Barbour,  rendered  at  special    tenn    and 

reported,  vol.  44,  How,  Pr.  Rep.^  808. 

* 

R.W.  TowNSEND  &  A.  R.  Dyett,  of  counsel^  for  appellant. 
A.  R.  Lawrence,  Jr.,  &  John  W.  Edmonds,  of  counsel^ 
for  respondent. 
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By  the  Court — Monell,  J.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  in 
this  case  that  it  should  be  determined  where  the  power  resides 
to  appoint  a  deputy  chamberlain  of  the  city,  whether  in  the 
chamberlain  or  in  the  comptroller. 

The  consideration  of  that  qneetion  would  be,  in  effect,  the 
trial  of  the  title  to  the  office,  which  cannot  be  done  in  so 
collateral  or  incidental  a  manner. 

The  provision  made  by  law  for  the  trial  of  snch  questions 
is  exclusive  and  not  cnmmnlative.  Whenever  it  is  alleged 
that  a  person  has  usurped  a  public  office,  the  attorney- 
general  is  authorized  to  institute  an  action,  on  behalf  of  the 
people,  to  try  the  right  of  such  person  to  the  office  {Code,  % 
432).  And  in  such  action  the  right  of  any  other  claimant  to 
the  oflBce  may  also  be  determined  {Id.,  %  436).  These  provi- 
sions furnish  the  only  remedy  for  the  trial  and  determination 
of  such  questions,  and  they  prohibit  their  trial  in  any  other 
manner.  This  is  eatablislied  by  many  cases  {Hall  v.  Luther, 
13  Wend.,  491 ;  People  agt.  White,  24  id.,  525 ;  Mayer  agt. 
Tucker,  1  Daly^  107 ;  Tappan  agt.  Gray,  9  Paige,  507). 

In  the  last  case  cited,  which-  was  affirmed  by  the  court  for 
the  correction  of  errors  (7  TliU,  259j,  the  power  of  the  court 
to  try  the  question,  even  as  a  means  of  affording  some  other 
relief,  was  examined,  and  the  chancellor  says  that  jurisdiction 
ought  not  to  be  assnmcd  to  oiist  an  officer  from  an  office  held 
under  the  color  of  title  "until  his  right  to  such  office  has  been 
settled  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law." 

Walter  B.  Palmer  received  his  appointment  as  deputy 
chamberlain  from  the  chamberlain,  who  assumed,  at  least,  to 
possess  the  power  to  make  the  appointment.  He  took  pos- 
session of  the  office  and  has  since  discharged  its  duties.  This 
gave  him  sufficient  color  of  title  to  constitute  him  the  de  facto 
entitling  him  to  hold  the  office  until  ousted  by  the 

!nt  of  the  court  {Parker  agt.  Baker,  8  Paige,   428). 

ing  in  possession  he  is  presumed  to  bold  de  jure  also. 

e   relief,   therefore,   which   is  sought   in   this  action 

3d  upon  its  being  first  determined  that  Palmer  was  not 
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legally  appointed  to  the  office,  it  could  not  be  obtained.     His 
title  to  the  office  cannot  be  determined  in  this  way. 

But  the  action  is  instituted  by  the  person  who  is  the  incum- 
hent  of  the  office  of  chamberlain,  not  eo  nomine^  but  under 
the  allegation  that  he  is  the  chamberlain,  in  possession  of  the 
office,  exercising  the  powers  and  discharging  the  duties 
appertaining  to  it,  and  that,  claiming  to  possess  the  requisite 
power,  lie  had  appointed  said  Palmer  to  be  deputy  chamber- 
lain, who,  as  such  deputy,  had  taken  possession  of  the  office, 
and  had  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  its  duties. 

It  is  then  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  intnided  upon, 
and  had  attempted  to  take,  possession  of  the  same  office,  and 
had  demanded  his  recognition  as  the  deputy  of  the  chamber- 
lain, and  had  declared  his  inte^ition  to  exercise  the  powera 
and  discharge  the  duties  of  the  office,  notwithstanding  the 
refiisal  of  the  plaintiff  to  recognize  his  right  to  do  so. 

The  relief  demanded  is  that  the  defendant  be  restrained 
from  intruding  into  the  office,  and  from  exercising  any  of  its 
functions,  until  (for  such  is  the  only  effect  of  the  injunction) 
his  right  to  the  office  has  been  established  by  law. 

The  allegation  in  the  complaint,  of  the  appointment  of 
Palmer  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  denial  by  the  defendant  of 
such  appointment,  or  of  any  power  in  the  plaintiff  to  make 
the  appointment,  and  the  additional  averment  that  the 
defendant  was  the  legally  appointed  deputy  chamberlain,  do 
not  confer  any  power  on  the  court  to  try  the  question  of  title. 

Such  right  cannot  be  determined  in  this  action  ;  nor,  as  I 
undei-stand  the  plaintiff's  prayer  for  relief,  to  require  the 
court  to  make  such  determination,  the  prayer  being  merely 
that  the  defendant  be  prevented  from  intruding  into  the 
office  until  his  right  to  it  has  been  determined  in  a  proper 
action. 

It  is  alleged  that,  upon  the  plaintiff's  refusal  to  recognize 
the  defendant  as  the  deputy  chamberlain,  the  latter  gave 
notice  and  proclaimed  "  that  he  intended,  at  all  events,  to 
exercise  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  office." 
Vol.  XLV  15 
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From  this  it  naturally  follows,  as  a  proper  implication,  that 
the  defendant  intended,  in  performing  his  official  duties,  to 
occupy  a  portion  of  the  chamberlain's  apartments,  and  to  nse 
such  of  the  books  and  papers  therein  as  he  might  require. 

The  intrusion,  therefore,  which  is  sought  to  be  prevented, 
is  not  a  mere  constructive  or  technical  taking  possession  of 
the  offiqe,  but  a  physical  or  manual  entering  by  the  defendant 
into  the  apartment  assigned  to  and  occupied  by  the  city  cham- 
berlain, and  taking  possession  of  one  of  the  desks  therein  and 
thv^  attempting  to  exercise  the  powers  and  discharge  the 
duties  of  deputy  chamberlain. 

It  cannot  be  doubted,  I  think,  that  a  similar  intrusion  by  a 
stranger  into  the  apartment  occupied  by  a  public  functionary 
would  properly  be  regarded  as  a  trespass^  justifying  the 
incumbent  of  the  office  in  removing  such  stranger  therefrom ; 
and  in  doing  so  to  use,  if  necessary,  such  reasonable  force  as 
might  be  required. 

There  is  a  responsibility  resting  upon  every  public  officer 
for  the  preservation  and  safety  of  the  books,  records  and  other 
property  committed  to  his  custody  and  care,  which  give  him 
the  right  in  protecting  such  property  to  exclude  persons  from 
his  apartments  who  improperly,  either  in  point  of  time  or 
manner,  attempt  to  interfere  with  the  custody  of  such  pro- 
perty or  with  the  orderly  discharge  of  his  official  duties. 

A  public  office  is  not  so  entirely  public  property  that  all 
citizens  have  an  equal  right  to  enter  into  and  occupy  it.  The 
incumbent  of  the  office  is  the  agent  of  the  people,  clothed 
with  authority  to  exercise  certain  powers  and  to  discharge 
certain  duties  for  their  benefit,  and  for  that  purpose  is 
intrusted  with  and  held  responsible  for  the  care  and  safety  of 
the  public  property.  And  although  the  public  may,  for  the 
transaction  of  business,  enter  a  public  office  and  have  reason- 
able access  to  the  public  records,  books  and  papers,  such  right, 
nevertheless,  must  necessarily  and  very  properly  be  subordi- 
nated to  the  power  and  control  of  the  official  in  whose  custody 
the  public  has  placed  such  property.     And  in  the  proportion 
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that  the  responsibility  of  the  official  is  greater,  must  his  power 
be  increased.  This  is  peculiarly  so  with  officers  who  are  the 
custodians  of  the  public  treasura 

It  would  be  most  unsafe  to  allow  a  miscellaneous  intrusion 
into  his  office,  or  any  unwarranted  interference  with  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties ;  and  he  should,  therefore,  be  clothed 
with  all  requisite  authority  to  exclude  and  prevent  any  such 
improper  or  unlawful  intrusion  or  interference  with  it. 

It  is  not  inapt  to  say  of  the  chamberlain's  office  that  it  is 
one  of  high  and  peculiar  responsibility  and  importance. 
The  whole  city  treasury  is  in  his  custody,  amounting  annu- 
ally, as  is  alleged,  to  at  least  fifty  millions  of  dollars ;  for  the 
safety  of  which  and  its  legal  disbursements  the  chamberlain 
is  accountable. 

For  the  protection  of  this  large  sum,  and  its  l^al  disburse- 
ment, the  city  chamberlain  has  pecuh'arly  strong  claims  upon 
the  law,  and  has  the  right  to  be  not  interfered  with,  except 
npon  the  most  justifiable  grounds,  and  then  only  in  the  mode 
prescribed  by  law. 

And,  in  this  connection,  it  is  proper  to  say  that  the  office 
of  deputy  is  made  by  statute  equal  to  the  superior  officer 
during  his  absence  or  inability  to  act  {Lom%  of  1866,  chap. 
623),  the  law  clothing  the  deputy  with  all  the  powers  pos- 
sessed by  his  superior,  and  rendering  the  office  one  of  peculiar 
importance. 

If,  as  I  believe,  the  power  exists  as  to  a  stranger,  and  if  in 
this  case  the  public  official  may,  for  the  protection  of  his 
office,  justly  exclude  such  person  from  attempting  to  usurp 
any  of  its  functions,  then  it  follows,  I  think,  that  the  right  to 
exclude  the  defendant  in  this  case  from  entering  into  the 
apartments  officially  occupied  by  the  plaintiff  must  be  recog- 
nized. The  appointment  of  the  defendant  to  the  position  of 
deputy  chamberlain  by  an  authority  not  recognized  or  admit- 
ted by  the  plaintiff,  does  not  of  itself,  or  necessarily,  confer 
upon  him  any  such  right  of  office  which,  as  between  himself 
and  the  principal  officer,  would  change  their  relations. 
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The  defendant  is  not  in  possession  of  the  office.  He  is  not, 
therefore,  de  facto  deputy,  and  clearly  he  cannot,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  this  action,  be  considered  a  de  jure  deputy,  nor 
probably  a  deputy  in  any  aspect,  until  his  right  to  the  office 
has  been  established  in  the  manner  provided  by  law.  The 
defendant,  therefore,  cannot  claim  any  right  or  privilege 
growing  out  of  his  alleged  appointment,  and  he  stands  in  no 
better  attitude  than  a  mere  stranger,  except  that  he  may 
invoke  the  aid  of  the  attorney-general  to  proceed  against  the 
present  incumbent  to  try  the  title  of  the  office.  But  at 
present  he  cannot  have  possession  of  the  office,  nor  can  he 
enforce  a  recognition  of  himself  as  the  legally  constituted 
officer.  He  must  wait  until  the  disputed  question  is  deter- 
mined in  his  favor  by  a  judgment  in-a  proper  action. 

This  view  of  the  defendant's  position  and  rights  is,  I  think, 
fully  maintained  in  the  following  cases :  Conover  agt.  The 
Mayor  of  New  York  (5  Ahb.j  393) ;  Matter  of  Welsh  (14 
Barh.,  396) ;  Devlin's  Case  (5  Abb.,  281) ;  Matter  of  Davis 
(19  Bow.  Pr.  fi.,  323 ;  Mott  agt.  Donnelly  (50  Barb.,  516, 
where  otiwr  cases  are  cited) ;  Ma^t^  of  Davis  (19  How.  Pr. 
P.,  323.) 

This  question  is  not  affected  by  the  provision  of  the 
Kevised  Statutes  (1  P.  S.,  125,  §  50,  c&c.)  conferring  power  on 
the  court  to  require  the  delivery  of  books  and  papers  to  a 
successor  in  office.  Yet,  even  under  that  statute,  the  court 
cannot  try  the  title  to  the  office  {People  agt.  Allen,  42  Barb., 
253),  but  may  make  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  the  books 
upon  a  prima  facie  case  of  right  in  the  plaintiff,  leaving, 
however,  the  question  of  title  undisturbed. 

Under  this  inability,  therefore,  to  try  the  title  to  the  office 
in  this  action,  the  defendant  must  be  regarded  as  having  no 
other,  further  or  greater  right  than  any  other  citizen ;  and  his 
acts,  in  reference  to  the  office  he  claims',  must  be  subjected  and 
subordinated  to  the  power  which  the  chamberlain  possesses 
to  protect  the  office  from  any  improper  intrusion. 

In  the  view  of  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties,  the  only 
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question,  therefore,  is,  can  an  injunction,  which  has  for  its 
purpose  the  restraining  of  the  defendant  from  entering  upon, 
interfering  with  or  assuming  the  duties  of  the  disputed  office 
be  sustained  ?  That  the  plaintiff,  as  the  responsible  custodian 
of  the  treasury  of  the  city,  and  of  the  office  in  which  his 
official  business  is  transacted,  and  of  the  books  and  papers 
connected  therewith,  could  properly  exclude  the  defendant 
therefrom ;  and  with  force,  if  necessary,  prevent  the  usurpa- 
tion of  the  office,  or  that  he  could  demand  the  aid  of  the  civil 
authority  to  protect  the  office  from  any  unwarrantable  intru- 
sion, will  not,  perhaps,  be  doubted.  But  it  may  be  questioned 
if  that  is  not  the  only  remedy  the  plaintiff  can  command. 

The  plaintiff  desires  that  he  and  the  person  he  has  appointed 
as  his  deputy  may  be  undisturbed  in  the  office  they  occupy 
and  claim  legally  to  fill ;  and  instead  of  asserting  his  right  by 
bringing  to  his  aid  the  maxim  of  the  law  "  domus  sua  ouiqvsat 
tutiesimics  refergium^^  he  had  adopted  a  measure  more  con- 
formable to  peace  and  order. 

The  earliest  jurisdiction,  if  not  at  that  time  the  chief  busi- 
ness of  the  court  of  chancery  was  in  assaults,  trespasses  and 
a  variety  of  outrages,  which,  although  cognizable  at  common 
law,  the  party  complaining  was  unable  to  obtain  redress  in 
consequence  of  the  protection  afforded  to  his  adversary  by 
some  powerful  baron  or  high  officer  of  the  county  in  which 
the  acts  occurred  (1  Cooper  Pvb.  Reo,^  359  ;  1  Story  Eq,^  § 
48).  And  the  jurisdiction,  in  cases  of  trespass  to  property, 
has  been  continued  to  the  present  time  (2  Story  j^.,  §  928), 
and  is  sustained  upon  the  principle  of  irreparable  mischief,  a 
principle  which  has  since  been  incorporated  into  the  Code 
{Code,  §  219). 

No  exact  limit  is  placed  upon  the  jurisdiction  in  this  class 
of  cases.  The  complainant  must  have  been  in  the  previous 
undisturbed  enjoyment  of  the  property  imder  a  claim  of  right, 
and  it  must  appear  that  the  relief  at  law  is  inadequate. 

If  the  relief  consists  in  restraining  the  continuance  of  some 
act  of  the  defendant,  there  is  no  line  marked  out  by  any 
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adjudged  case  to  which  the  jurisdiction  must  be  confined ; 
and  from  the  nature  of  things,  it  must  forever  remain  unde- 
fined (  WiUarcPs  Eq.  Ju/r.,  408). 

There  is  no  want  of  analogy  between  trespass  to  property 
and  to  the  person,  or  to  a  personal  right  in  respect  to  the 
claim  for  protection. 

In  respect  to  the  use  of  preventive  process,  the  jurisdiction 
ought  to  be,  and  therefore  is  the  same ;  and  if  it  is  proper  in 
one  case  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  to  prevent  a  wrong  threat- 
ened to  be  done  to  mere  property,  how  much  more  proper  is 
it  to  use  the  same  power  to  arrest  premeditated  wrong  to 
the  person  or  personal  rights  ? 

The  object  of  the  process  of  injunction  is  both  preventive 
and  protective.  It  seeks  to  prevent  a  meditated  wrOng,  and  not 
to  redress  an  injury  which  can  usually  be  done  only  at  law, 
and  then  to  protect  a  party  against  any  unlawful  invasion  of 
his  rights. 

The  mere  novelty  of  the  action,  or  that  the  relief  sought  is 
possibly  without  precedent,  is  not,  in  my  judgment,  sufficient 
to  defeat  it,  if  there  is  principle  to  sustain  it ;  and  I  think  it 
should  be  sustained  upon  the  principle  that  it  is  a  proper  sub- 
stitute for  another  remedy,  which,  had  it  been  adopted,  might 
have  produced  confusion  and  disorder  in  a  public  office,  and 
perhaps  serious  loss  to  the  city,  if  not  to  the  immediate  parties 
concerned. 

The  course  of  the  plaintiff  should,  I  think,  therefore  be 
commended  and  sustained,  and  his  action  not  be  dismissed 
because  he  has  thought  it  proper  to  apply  to  the  court  to  pro- 
tect him  in  his  office  against  what  he  claims  is  an  attempt  at 
an  unwarrantable  intrusion. 

In  Tlie ' Mayor ^  cfec,  agt.  Flagg(^  Ahh.^  296),  a  controversy 
arose  between  t\vo  rival  claimants  of  a  municipal  office.  Pend- 
ing an  action  to  try  the  title  to  the  office,  the  Mayor,  &c., 
obtained  an  injunction  restraining  the  comptroller  from  recog- 
nizing the  acts  of  either,  and  each  from  acting  or  asserting  any 
claim  against  the  city. 
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The  injunction  was  sustained  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
right  to  come  to  the  court  for  protection  from  the  conflicting 
claims  until  the  right  to  the  office  had  been  obtained  by  one 
or  the  other. 

In  Tyack  agt.  Bromley  (4  EcIajo.  CK  jB.,  258),  which  was  a 
controversy  between  different  persons  claiming  the  same  office, 
the  complainant  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  attempted 
to  usurp  the  office,  the  latter  were  restrained  from  interfering 
with  the  complainant's  duties. 

The  vice-chancellor,  in  sustaining  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  says  {jp.  270) :  "  Courts  of  justice  are  bound  to  aid  a 
party  in  possession  of  rights,  whether  they  be  natural  or  arti- 
ficial, or  such  as  are  mere  creations  of  law,  whenever  those 
rights  have  been  infringed  or  their  destruction  threatened. 
It  is  a  familiar  head  of  equity  jurisdiction  to  protect  by 
injunction  statutory  rights  and  privileges  which  are  threat- 
ened to  be  destroyed  or  rendered  valueless  to  the  party  by  the 
unauthorized  interference  of  others ;  and  although  it  was  not 
proper  for  equity  to  restrain  in  the  first  instance  where  there 
was  doubt,  yet  it  would  do  so  without  requiring  the  establish- 
ing of  the  right  at  law  where  a  clear  case  of  oorrrnionA^k^  right 
was  presented,  and  the  party  is  in  possession  and  enjoyment 
of  the  right  which  is  threatened  to  be  destroyed  or  rendered 
valueless.'' 

For  these  reasons  it  was  right,  I  think,  for  the  plaintiff  to 
come  to  the  court  and  demand  an  injunction  restraining  the 
defendant  from  exercising  or  attempting  to  exercise  the  func- 
tions of  his  alleged  office,  until  his  right  to  the  office  had  been 
duly  established. 

I  am,  therefore,  in  favor  of  sustaining  the  injunction.  But 
as  the  defendant's  counsel  claimed  that  the  injuction  restrained 
him  from  trying  the  question  of  title  in  any  action,  it  should 
be  modified  (if  the  defendant  desires  it)  so  as  to  allow  the 
bringing  of  an  action  to  try  the  title  to  the  office. 

The  order  appealed  from,  thus  modified,  should  be  affirmed, 
with  dosts. 
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Fkeedman,  J,s  concurred. 

Curtis,  e/.,  dissenting.  The  plaintiff  alleges  in  his  complaint, 
that  being  chamberlain  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  empow- 
ered by  the  act  of  April  17,  1866,  to  appoint  a  deputy  cham- 
berlain, he  in  May,  1872,  appointed  Walter  B.  Palmer  such 
deputy,  who  thereupon  took  the  office,  gave  the  required  secu- 
rity, entered  upon  the  duties  of  the  office,  and  has  since  con- 
tinued to  hold  the  office  and  discharge  its  duties.  He  farther 
alleges,  that  the  defendant  has  intruded  upon  and  attempted  to 
enter  into  and  take  possession  of  that  office,  but  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  refused  to  recognize  him  as  deputy  chamberlain,  and 
denies  that  the  defendant  is  lawfully  appointed,  and  avers  that 
such  intrusion  of  the  defendant  is  calculated  to  produce  confu- 
sion in  the  city  and  county  treasuries  and  increase  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  plaintiff,  and  jeopard  the  receipt  and  enjoyment 
by  the  plaintiff  of  the  proper  emoluments  of  his  office.  The 
plaintiff  asks  that  the  defendant  be  restrained  from  exercising 
any  of  the  powers  or  performing  any  of  the  duties  of  the 
office,  and  that  in  the  meantime,  and  until  further  order  of 
the  court,  the  defendant  be  enjoined  from  any  intrusion  into 
the  office,  and  from  exercising  any  powers  or  performing  any 
duties  appertaining  thereto. 

The  defendant  by  his  answer  avers  that  the  plaintiff  had 
no  power  to  appoint  Walter  B.  Palmer  deputy  chamberlain ; 
that  so  much  of  the  act  passed  April  17,  1866,  as  authorized 
the  chamberlain  of  the  city  of  New  York  to  appoint  a  deputy 
chamberlain  was  repealed  by  the  act  passed  April  5,  1870, 
which  conferred  on  the  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  York 
the  power  to  make  such  appointment,  and  that  in  accordance 
therewith  the  defendant  was,  on  the  6th  day  of  January,  1873, 
duly  appointed  by  such  comptroller  to  the  office  of  deputy 
chamberlain,  and  was  duly  qualified  as  such. 

The  title  to  the  office  cannot  be  tried  in  this  action.  The 
question  that  arises  on  the  appeal  from  the  order  at  special 
term  is,  whether  the  act  of  April  17, 1866,  by  which  the  cham- 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  121 

Palmer  agt.  Foley. 

berlain  was  authorized  to  appoint  the  deputy  chamberlain,  was 
repealed  by  the  act  of  April  5,  1870. 

The  latter  contains  the  following  provisions : 

"  §  33.  The  finance  department  shall  have  control  of  all  the 
fiscal  concerns  of  the  corporation  and  of  the  appropriations 
made  for  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  coi*poration.  It  shall 
prescribe  the  forms  of  keeping  and  rendering  all  city  accounts, 
and  the  manner  in  which  all  salaries  shall  be  drawn,  and  the 
mode  by  which  all  creditors,  officers  and  employes  of  the  cor- 
poration shall  be  paid." 

"  §  34.  All  accounts  rendered  to  Or  kept  in  the  other  depart- 
ments shall  be  subject  to  the  inspection  and  revision  of  the 
oflicers  of  this  department,  and  it  shall  settle  and  adjust 
all  claims  in  favor  of  or  against  the  corporation,  and  all 
accounts  in  which  the  corporation  is  concerned  as  debtor  or 
creditor." 

"  §  35.  The  chief  ofiicer  of  this  department  shall  be  called 
the  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  York." 

*'  §  32.  The  head  of  all  departments,  except  as  otherwise 
specifically  directed  herein,  shall  have  power  to  appoint  and 
remove  all  chiefs  of  bureaus  (except  the  chamberlain),  as  also 
all  clerks,  officers,  employes  and  subordinates  in  their  respec- 
tive departments.  The  number  of  all  officers,  clerks,  employes 
and  subordinates  in  every  department  (except  the  police  and 
fire  departments),  with  their  respective  salaries  and  compen- 
sations, shall  be  such  as  the  head  of  each  department  shall 
designate  and  approve,  except  that  the  aggregate  expense 
thereof  shall  not  exceed  the  total  amount  duly  appropriated 
by  law  to  each  department  for  such  purposes." 

The  same  act  further  provides  in  section  120  that  "  all  acts 
or  parts  of  acts  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  act  are 
also  hereby  repealed." 

By  the  language  of  this  act  the  comptroller  is  made  the 
head  of  the  department  of  finance,  with  full  control  and 
responsibility  in  respect  to  the  fiscal  concerns  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  with  power  to  appoint  and  remove  all  clerks,  offi- 
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cers,  employes  and  Bubordi nates,  and  chiefs  of  bureaus,  except 
the  ciumberlaiD,  in  his  department.  While  the  language  of 
the  act  thus  clearly  empowers  the  comptroller  to  appoint  the 
deputy  chamberlain,  it  remains  to  be  seen  wliether  that  lan- 
guage fails  to  express  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  as  is 
claimed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  urged  by  the  plaintifE  that  the  act  of  1866  has  been 
until  now  acted  upon  as  if  still  in  force,  and  that  in  the 
absence  of  the  chamberlain,  however  temporary,  the  deputy 
has  the  custody  and  control  of  millions  of  the  public  money, 
and  that  this  claim  of  power  by  the  comptroller  to  appoint 
the  deputy  chamberlain  takes  away  from  the  chamberlain  the 
control  over  and  custody  of  the  public  moneys. 

It  is  also  insisted  that  the  chamberlain  and  all  the  employes 
in  his  office  should  be  entirely  independent  of  the  comptroller, 
and  therefore  the  laws  of  1866  and  1870  together  provide 
that  the  chamberlain  should  be  appointed  by  the  mayor,  and 
hold  hie  office  for  a  definite  period,  and  his  subordinates 
should  be  appointed  by  him  and  hold  office  during  his  plea- 
sure, and  that  to  confer  upon  the  comptroller  the  power  to 
appoint  either  the  chamberlain  or  his  subordinates  would 
eftectually  destroy  that  system,  and  would  give  to  the  comp- 
■  troller  power  over  the  public  funds  far  beyond  that  expressly 
given  to  him  in  the  language  of  any  statute. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintifE  that  tliis  theory 
that  the  chamberlain  and  his  employes  should  be  independent 
of  the  comptroller,  is  so  just  and  so  in  accordance  with  the 
general  legislation  of  the  state  in  respect  to  local  governments, 
that  the  legislature  could  never  have  intended  that  the  cham- 
berlain, with  his  liabilities  for  the  custody  of  the  public  moneys, 
should  be  without  the  powers  to  appoint  liis  deputy  and  clerks. 
In  order  to  determine  whether  the  plan  was  so  just  and  wise 
that  the  legislature  in  1870  must  be  deemed  not  to  have 
intended  to  change  it,  we  may  look  at  tlie  history  of  its  opera- 
tion. From  1857  until  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1866  the 
chamberlain  was  without  power  to  appoint  his  subordinates. 
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Since  then  he  has  exercised  that  power,  bat  it  does  not 
appear  that  such  exercise  of  power  by  the  chamberlain  and 
independence  on  his  part  of  the  comptroller,  has,  during  the 
latter  period,  been  accompanied  with  any  such  advantages  to 
the  city  and  county  in  respect  to  the  preservation  and  custody 
of  the  public  moneys,  that  the  legislature  cannot  be  deemed 
to  have  intended  to  make  the  change  expressed  by  the  lan- 
guage of  the  act.  The  papers  on  the  appeal  fail  to  show  any 
such  beneficent  results  accruing  from  the  increase  of  power 
to  the  chamberlain  under  the  Act  of  1866  that  would  justify 
the  presumption  that  the  law-makers  did  not  intend  to  repeal 
it.  As  far  as  can  be  gathered  from  the  statute  itself  or  from 
these  extrinsic  circumstances,  it  is  difficult  to  discover  that 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  was  that  claimed  for  it  by  the 
plaintiff. 

Neither  does  the  claim  that  the  comptroller,  after  the  pas- 
sage of  the,  act  of  1870,  acquiesced  in  the  exercise  of  the 
appointing  power  by  the  chamberlain,  or  that  the  loss  of  it 
would  increase  his  responsibility,  or  diminish  his  control  of 
the  public  moneys,  shed  any  light  upon  the  intention  of  the 
l^slature.  The  acquiescence  of  the  comptroller  in  the  exer- 
cise of  this  power  by  the  chamberlain  can  in  no  way  serve  to 
interpret  or  give  construction  to  the  statute,  the  language  of 
which  is  clear,  and  which  for  anything  that  is  apparent  is 
such  as  will  best  protect  the  public,  however  much  it  may 
increase  the  responsibility  of  the  custodian  or  affect  the  con- 
trol of  the  public  funds.  It  may  have  been  the  promptings 
of  wisdom,  enlightened  by  the  experience  of  the  past,  that 
guided  the  action  of  the  legislature  in  conferring  upon  the 
comptroller  the  power  of  appointing  the  deputy  in  the  cham- 
berlain's office. 

Occasions  may  arise  when  the  public  treasury  will  be  better 
protected  by  the  exercise  of  this  power  on  the  part  of  the 
comptroller  than  by  leaving  it  entirely  in  the  keeping  at  any 
time  of  subordinates  of  the  chamberlain's  own  creation,  and 
it  is  difficult  to  sustain  the  proposition  that  the  statute  must 
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be  construed  upon  the  baeis  that  tlie  legislature  oerer  conld 
hftve  had  these  contingencies  in  view,  and  never  intended  to 
provide  hgainst  them. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  provision  in  the  second  paragraph 
of  the  thirty-BCGond  aection  of  the  act  of  1870,  wliich  directs 
that  the  salaries  of  all  those  officers,  clerks  and  snbordinatea 
that  are  to  be  appointed  by  the  heads  of  departments  sliall  not 
exceed  the  total  amount  duly  appropriated  by  law  to  each 
department  for  such  purpose,  is  inconsistent  witli  the  law  pre- 
viously and  still  in  force,  directing  that  the  salaries  of  the 
deputy  and  clerk  in  the  chamberlain's  office  shall  be  paid  by 
the  banks  in  which  he  is  required  to  deposit  th<^  public  moneys ; 
and  that,  therefore,  the  chamberlain's  deputy  and  clerks  were 
not  intended  by  the  legislature  to  be  included  among  those 
officers  whom  the  comptroller  was  authorized  to  appoint, 

It  is  not  easy  to  see  any  inconsistency  when  this  provision  of 
law  directing  the  payment  of  the  salaries  of  the  chamberlain's 
deputy  and  clerks  by  the  banks  which  are  the  depositories 
of  the  public  funds,  is  itself  viewed  as  an  appropriation.  This 
action  of  the  legislature  is  simply  an  appropriation  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  interest  money  belonging  to  the  public,  and  accru- 
ing upon  the  public  money  from  the  deposits  of  it  with  the 
hanks,  in  accordance  with  the  law.  The  ordering  of  the  pay- 
ments of  these  salaries  by  the  banks  irom  these  interest 
moneys  due  by  them  to  the  public,  is  an  appropriation  to  that 
extent  towai^ls  the  total  amount  appropriated  by  law  to  the 
department  of  finance,  and  is  an  appropriation  from  that  part 
of  the  public  money  of  tlie  amount  of  those  salaries,  and  so  fer 
from  there  being  any  inconsistency  iu  the  action  of  the  legis- 
lature, it  seems,  viewed  in  this  aspect,  to  harmonize  with  the 
theory  that  the  intention  of  the  legislature  is  best  indicated 
by  the  language  it  employed,  and  that  this  language  was  that 
which  was  best  calculated  to  guard  the  public  treasury. 

The  state  may  impose  onerous  duties  and  great  liabilities 
upon  its  public  servants,  but  that  is  not  an  element  for  con- 
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sideration  in  giving  construction  to  a  statute.  The  state 
always  keeps  open  another  avenue  for  their  relief. 

It  was  justly  stated  by  the  learned  judge  at  special  term, 
that  this  is  the  personal  action  of  the  plaintiff  as  an  , indivi- 
dual, and  can  be  maintained  upon  no  other  theory  than  that 
he  is  entitled,  upon  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  to 
relief  by  way  of  injunction  as  a  matter  of  private  and  per- 
sonal right,  and  that  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  an  injunction 
is  not  to  any  extent  founded  upon  the  allegation  in  the  com- 
plaint of  the  appointment  of  Walter  B.  Palmer  as  deputy 
chamberlain,  but  that  the  important  question  in  the  contro- 
versy is,  whether  the  defendant  is  the  deputy  chamberlain,  as 
it  constitutes  the  sole  ground  of  hi's  defence  by  way  of  justifi- 
cation. It  is  to  this  question  these  considerations  relate,  and 
if  the  conclusions  arrived  at  as  to  the  construction  to  be  given 
the  statute  are  correct,  they  justify  the  defendant  in  present- 
ing his  daim,  and  demanding  that  he  be  allowed  to  enter  upon 
and  discharge  the  duties  of  the  office.  But  as  the  defendant 
claims  an  office  which  is  already  and  has  been  for  a  long  time 
in  the  possession  of  a  person  who  is  d^  facto  discharging  its 
duties  under  color  of  title,  he  should,  as  such  claimant,  estab- 
lish his  right  by  due  course  of  law.  The  steps  for  him  to  take 
are  indicated  in  the  Code,  sections  432  to  438,  and  he  has  no 
right  to  seek  redress  by  any  force  or  violence.  Any  attempt 
of  that  nature  would  be  unlawful,  and  is  to  be  repelled  by  all 
lawful  means.  The  very  existence  of  society  is  dependent 
upon  the  maintenance  of  this  principle. 

It  does  not  appear  by  the  papers  that  there  has  been  any 
resort  to  force  or  any  threats  of  resorting  to  force  by  the 
defendant,  or  that  he  has  taken  any  other  course  than  such 
as  he  might  lawfully  take  in  presenting  a  claim  and  demand- 
ing its  allowance  by  a  party  in  adverse  possession. 

The  law  is  to  be  presumed  strong  enough  to  protect  a  party 
that  is  in  possession  of  an  office,  and  discharging  its  duties 
under  color  of  title,  from  forcible  ouster  by  a  claimant  who 
refrains  from  seeking  to  establish  his  alleged  rights  by  due 
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prdcees  of  law.  An  injunctioii  should  not  be  granted  upon 
the  auBpieion  of  tlie  incumbent  that  he  may  be  forcibly  ousted. 
Such  a  precedent  is  undesirable. 

In  the  present  case  it  does  not  appear  that  there  is  any  jost 
reason  to  fear  that  force  will  be  resorted  to  bj  the  defendant, 
or  that  the  law  is  not  Btrong  enough  to  restrain  and  paniah 
snch  an  act. 

The  defendant  claims  that  the  injnnction  order  appealed 
from  restrains  him,  among  other  things,  from  discharging  the 
duties  of  the  otlice,  even  if  he  slioald  establish  bis  right  to  it 
by  law,  and  such  a  conatruction  may  be  given  to  it,  bnt  on 
the  argument  the  plaiutifTs  counsel  waived  any  such  claim. 
Still,  in  the  view  here  taken,  there  is  no  necessity  for  the 
injunction,  and  the  order  appealed  &om,  allowing  it,  shoold  be 
reversed,  with  costs  to  the  defendant. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

John    G.    Albheimer,   appellant,  agt.  Jacob  Krohn, 

respondent. 

• 

The  statute  of  1860,  allowing  a  tenant  to  abandon  the  demised  pre- 
mises wl^en  they  become  mitenantable  without  any  fault  of  his,  does 
not  apply  to  the  letting  of  the  premises  with  a  full  knowledge  that  the 
premises  are  to  be  rendered  untenantable,  and  with  a  view  to  occupancy 
while  in  that  condition. 

Fov/rth  Department  General  Term^  Rochester^  Aprils  1873. 

Before  Mullin,  P.  J,^  E.  Darwin  Smith  and  Talcott, 
Justices, 

This  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  county  of  Oneida,  to  recover  of  defendant  sixteen  dol- 
lars for  the  rent  of  a  part  of  plaintiff's  house  in  the  city  of 
TJtica. 

S.  J.  Barrows,  yor  appeUa/nt. 

* 

I.  The  county  court  cannot  reverse  the  judgment  of  the 
justice  for  reasons  or  on  grounds  not  pointed  out  or  stated 
in  the  notice  of  appeal.  The  onus  of  showing  error  is  with 
the  appealing  party ;  and  no  sufficient  ground  is  stated  on 
the  notice  of  appeal  to  the  county  court  to  raise  the  question, 
or  justify  the  county  court  in  reversing  the  judgment  of  the 
justice  for  the  reason  stated  in  its  opinion  {Avery  agt.  Wood- 
lickj  62  Barh.y  557 ;  Bush  agt.  Dennisony  14  Sow.  Pr.  i?., 
310 ;  Col^  agt.  BeU,  48  Barh.,  194). 

II.  The  only  defense  set  up  in  the  answer  by  the  defendant 
is  that  of  an  eviction ;  and  to  sustain  this  defense  the  evi- 
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dence  must  show  and  the  justice  must  find  that  the  acts  of 
the  plaintiflT  were  wrongful  and  done  without  right,  and 
without  the  permission  of  the  defendant,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  depriving  the  defendant  of  the  premises  {Christopher  agt. 
Austin^  11  If,  Y.y  216,  218 ;  Lawrence  agt.  French^  15  Muss. 
R.,  268;  25  Wend.^  442,  444;  Lounsbery  agt.  Snyder^  31 
N.  Y,j  514,  516,  and  cases  thei^e  cited). 

1.  If  the  moving  of  the  building  had  been  done  by  the 
plaintiff  without  the  consent  of  the  defendant,  it  would  not 
have  amounted  to  an  eviction.  It  would,  at  the  most,  be 
only  a  trespass. 

2.  "  An  eviction  is  something  more  than  a  mere  ordinary 
trespass;  it  must  be  something  of  a  permanent  character, 
done  by  the  landlord,  with  the  intention  of  depriving  the 
tenant  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  premi- 
ses ;  and  it  is  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  it  was  done  with 
that  intention  '^  (1  Waii^s  L.  cfe  P.,  290 ;  Peck  agt.  Hiler, 
31  Barh.^  117,  120,  and  cases  there  cited ;  Vanderpool  agt. 
Smith,  1  DaVy,  311). 

S.  In  this  case  the  justice,  who  acted  in  the  place  of  the 
jury,  has  found  as  a  fact,  by  his  judgment,  that  there  was  no 
eviction ;  and  the  case  shows,  and  the  justice,  by  his  judg- 
ment, has  so  found  the  fact  to  be,  that,  after  he  knew  the 
plaintiflTwas  obliged  to  move  the  building  in  which  the 
rooms  were  situated,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts 
in  that  respect,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  that  the 
plaintiff  would  let  him  have  them  at  the  same  rent,  and  fur- 
nish him  sufficient  coal  to  bum  during  the  time  the  building 
was  in  process  of  being  moved,  agreed  to  rent,  stay  and 
remain  in  the  rooms  as  he  had  done  before,  and  to  pay  the 
agreed  rent  therefor.  We  submit,  therefore,  that  an  eviction 
cannot  be  claimed  by  the  defendant  for  the  acts  of  the  plain- 
tiff, which  were  done  by  the  special  consent  and  agreement 
made  with  the  defendant  that  they  might  be  done. 

4.  The  defendant,  after  he  made  the  agreement  to  stay  in 
the  building  and  pay  the  agreed  rent,  actually  remained  in 
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the  rooms  several  days,  and  used  the  plaintift*'s  coal  under 
the  contract,  and  as  was  agreed  he  should  do,  and  then  left 
without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff. 

5.  If  we  concede  that  the  renting,  in  the  outset,  was  as 
claimed  by  the  defendant,  yet  he  would  have  the  right  to 
make  a  new  and  modified  agreement,  when  it  was  found  the 
house  was  to  be  moved,  and  to  agree  to  rent  the  rooms,  and 
use  and  occupy  them  just  as  he  had  done,  and  as  they  would 
be  situated  while  the  house  was  being  moved ;  and  if  this  be 
so,  then  the  defendant  could  not  set  up  an  eviction,  and 
abandon  the  rooms  and  contract,  after  the  parties  had  entered 
upon  its  performance,  and  tender  back  the  key,  without  the 
consent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  thus  avoid  the  payment  of  the 
stipulated  rent. 

III.  The  defendant  cannot  now  claim  that  the  premises 
became  untenantable  by  the  house  being  moved,  and  that 
thereby  he  had  a  right,  under  chapter  345  of  the  law»  of 
1860,  p.  592,  to  abandon  the  same,  and  be  excused  from  the 
payment  of  the  rent,  for  the  reasons : 

1.  No  such  defense  is  set  up  in  his  answer. 

2.  ISo  motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  made  before  the  justice, 
nor  was  that  question,  or  the  question  that  the  agreement 
was  not  in  writing,  in  any  way  raised  by  the  defendant  on 
the  trial ;  nor  was  the  question  raised  that  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  if  the  facts  were  as  proved  by  him. 

3.  The  county  court  eould  not  reverse  the  jiidgment  of  the 
justice  for  the  insufficiency  of  evidence  in  the  court  below, 
or  on  a  question  not  in  any  way  suggested,  or  raised  on  the 
trial  before  the  justice,  and  the  ground  on  which  the  county 
court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  justice  in  this  case  has 
not  at  any  time  been  passed  upon  by  the  justice.  There  is 
no  judgment  of  the  justice  on  that  question  (2  Waifs  Z.  cmd 
P.,  636,  and  cases  there  cited;  Ahemetky  agt.  Churchy  cfec, 
3  -DoZy,  1,  9,  and  cases  there  cited;  Talcott  agt.  Rosenberg j 
id.,  204,  211 ;  Duffy  agt.  Thompson^  4  K  D.  Smith,  178 ; 
WUk^d  agt.  Bridge^  4  Barb.,  361 ;  Merritt  agt.  Thompsouy 
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1  HilUm,  550,  361 ;  6  N.  Z".,  492;  Smith  agt.  EtU,  22 
Barb.,  656). 

4.  If  the  question  upon  which  the  county  court  reversed 
the  judgment  below  had  been  raised  before  he  justice,  the 
plaintiff  would  have  produced  the  agreement  in  writing 
required  by  the  statute,  or  could  have  withdrawn  the  action ; 
and,  it  not  having  been  suggested  or  raised,  the  plaintiff  had 
a  right  to  and  did  assume  that  no  such  question  was  in  the 
case  {Smith  agt.  HiU,  22  Barb.,  657). 

6.  This  court  will  not  fevor  a  deceptive,  secret  or  unfair 
mode  of  raising  an  objection  or  question  in  the  case,  and 
therefore  all  such  objections  or  questions  as  could  have  been 
feirly  met  or  answered,  if  they  had  been  raised  or  made  in 
the  court  below,  will  be  disregarded  on  appeal  (2  Waifs  L. 
and  P.,  634,  and  cases  there  cited;  Coon  agt.  Syracuse  and 
Utioa  B.  H.y  1  Seld.y  492,  531 ;  Barnes  agt.  JPerrin,  2  Ker^ 
nan,  18 ;  47  Barb.,  523;  34  i\^.  Y.,  883). 

IV.  The  act  of  1860,  chapter  345,  does  not  affect  this  case. 
That  statute  was  only  intended  to  apply  to  cases  where,  at 
common  law,  the  tenant  was  bound  to  pay  the  rent,  though 
the  premises  had  been  in  fact  destroyed  (Bloomer  agt.  Mer- 
riU,  29  How.  Pr.  li.,  259,  and  opinion  of  the  court,  p.  262). 

1.  The  acts  of  the  landlord  must  amount  to  an  eviction 
{Fosh  agt.  Kamam,aAigh,  24  How.  Pr.  R.,  347). 

2.  And  in  this  case  there  was  no  eviction. 

3.  All  the  acts  of  the  defendant  were  done  by  tne  express 
agreement  and  consent  of  the  defendant. 

4.  There  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  premises  were 
tmtenantable  when  the  defendant  left  them,  and  if  they 
became  so  after  he  left  them,  that  will  not  excuse  him  from 
the  payment  of  the  rent  (Murray  agt.  Waller,  42  How.  Pr. 
E.,  64). 

V.  The  fact  that  the  case  does  not  show  that  the  defend- 
ant's agreement  to  pay  the  rent  was  in  writing,  we  submit, 
cannot  benefit  the  defendant  here. 

1.  Because  no  such  question  was  made,  or  in  any  way 
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raised  before  the  justice  {see  eases  cited  under  third  svhdi- 
vision  of  point  3 ;  Code,  §  366 ;  49  Barb.,  146  ;  31  N.  F., 
480). 

2.  The  defendant,  on  a  ftiiflScient  consideration,  made  a 
new  and  modified  contract  to  rent  the  rooms,  and  agreed  to 
rent  the  same  and  pay  the  rent  after  he  knew  and  had  full 
notice  from  the  plaintiff  that  the  building  was  to  be  moved ; 
and  having  thus  agreed,  knowing  that  the  building  was  to  be 
moved,  we  insist  it  is  not  a  case  within  the  statute  of  1860. 

3.  But  if  it  is  to  be  held  that  it  is  a  case  within  that 
statute,  then  we  say  that  the  statute  was  intended  to  confer  a 
benefit  on  the  defendant,  and  that  "  a  party  ca/i  always  waive 
and  renounce  a  benefit  which  the  law  gives  him,  even  when 
the  right  is  created  by  statute "  (1  Waifs  Law  and  Prac- 
tice, 842 ;  Tomhs  agt.  Rocfiester  and  Syracuse  R,  JR.,  18 
Barb.,  583 ;  Baker  agt.  Braman,  6  Hill,  47 ,-  Phyfe  agt. , 
Eimer,  46  N.  T.,  102,  104,  am,d  cases  there  cited). 

VI.  We  submit  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court 
should  be  reversed,  and  that  of  the  justice  aflSrmed. 

J.  W.  Boyle,  attorney  /    Joel  Willabd,  counsel  for 
respondent. 

I.  The  premises,  when  the  plaintiff  commenced  to  remove 
the  house,  became  and  were  by  reason  of  such  removal 
untenantable  and  unfit  for  occupancy,  and  this  by  the  act  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  without  fault  of  defendant. 

1.  Acts  less  injurious  to  premises  than  such  as  are  admit- 
ted in  this  case,  have  been  declared  to  render  them  untenant- 
able {Dyett  agt.  Pefidleton,  8  Cow.,  727 ;  Cohen  agt.  Dujpont, 
1  Sa/ndf,  260). 

2.  Being  so  rendered  untenantable,  the  defendant  had  a 
right  to  terminate  his  tenancy,  and  thereupon  be  relieved 
from  the  further  payment  of  rent,  unless  he  had  by  written 
c^reetnent  consented  to  remain  and  pay  rent  {La/ws  ^1860, 
p.  592;  Murray  agt  WdUer,  42  Soto.,   64;  Lewis  agt. 
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Payne,  4  Wend.,  423 ;  EdgerUm  agt.  Paige,  20  N.  F.,  283 ; 
Lounshury  agt.  Snyder,  31  id.,  514 ;  Christopher  SLgLAicstin, 
11  iV^.  r.,  216). 

II.  There  was  no  written  agreement  in  this  case,  as 
required  by  the  laws  of  1860,  p.  592,  for  the  payment  of  rent ; 
therefore  the  lessee  had  the  right  to  quit  and  determine  his 
liability  to  pay  rent  {Laws  of  1860,  p.  592 ;  Murra/y  agt. 
Waller,  42  Eow.,  64). 

III.  The  removal  of  the  house  by  the  plaintiff  was  an  evic- 
tion of  the  defendant,  by  rendering  it  untenantable.  This 
was  without  fault  of  defendant  {Pogers  agt.  Ost/rom,  35 
Barb,,  523;  Ogiboie  agt.  Hull,  5  HiU,  62;  Cohen  agt. 
Dupont,  1  Sandf.,  260). 

IV.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  recovery  in  this  case,  it  is 
incumbent  on  him  to  show  a  contract  such  as  is  required  by 
the  statute,  i,  e,,  a  written  contract.  No  such  contract  is 
shown,  but  on  the  contrary  it  is  conceded  there  was  none ; 
therefore  tho  plaintiff  fails  to  make  out  a  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendant. 

V.  It  is  conceded  that  from  the  time  of  the  purchase  of 
the  premises  by  the  raUroad  company,  there  was  no  obliga- 
tion on  the  part  of  tlie  defendant  to  stay.  As  evidence,  the 
conversation  in  August  with  reference  to  a  further  contract  to 
stay. 

VI.  A  public  statute  need  not  be  recited  or  even  referred 
to  in  a  pleading ;  it  is  sufficient  if  the  case  is  brought  within 
it  {McHarg  agt.  Eastman,  7  Roh,,  137 ;  Bayard  agt.  Smith, 
17  Wend.,  88 ;  Cole  agt.  Jeasop,  10  How,,  524 ;  Nellie  agt. 
N,  T.  C.  P.  P.  Co.,  30  N.  T.,  505 ;  Swinnerton  agt.  Col. 
Ins.  Co.,  37  id.,  189). 

This  case  was  brought  within  the  statute  of  1860  by  the 
plaintiff's  own  showing: 

"  The  lessees  or  occupants  of  any  building  which  shall,  with- 
out any  fault  or  neglect  on  their  part,  be  destroyed,  or  be 
so  injured  by  the  elements,  or  any  other  cause,  as  to  bo 
untenantable  and  unfit  for  occupancy,  shall  not  be  liable  or 
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bound  to  pay  rent  to  the  lessors  or  owners  thereof,  after  such 
destruction  or  injury,  unless  otherwise  expressly  provided  by 
written  agreement  or  covenant,  and  the  lessees  or  occupants 
may  therefore  quit  and  surrender  possession  of  the  leasehold 
premises,  and  of  the  land  so  leased  or  occupied "  {Laws  of 
1860,^.  692). 

VII.  It  is  of  no  consequence  what  rendered  the  premises 
untenantable  and  unfit  for  occupancy,  whether  by  eviction  by 
the  plaintiff  or  otherwise,  so  long  as  the  fact  existed,  and  that 
without  fault  of  defendant,  and  the  allegation  in  the  answer 
of  an  eviction  by  the  plaintiff  is  a  suflScient  allegation  that 
the  premise  were  rendered  untenantable  and  unfit  for  occu- 
pancy {Cohen  agt.  Duponty  1  Sand/.^  260). 

VIII.  Objections  may  be  urged  on  an  argument  at  a  gene- 
ral term,  which  were  not  raised  on  the  trial,  if  they  are  such 
as  could  not  have  been  obviated  at  the  trial  {Pepper^  odTri^r, 
agt.  Haight,  20  Barb.,  429 ;  Lawrence  Hgt.  Barker,  5  Wend.y 
301 ;  JDoane  agt.  Mdyiy  16  id,y  522 ;  Ford  agt.  MonroCy  20 
id,y  210 ;  Paririd^e  agt.  Thayer,  2  Sand/,,  227,  228  ;  Smith 
agt.  JPloydy  18  Barb.,  527 ;  Merritt  agt.  Seaman,  6  i\^.  JT., 
168). 

IX.  The  defendant's  notice  of  appeal  from  the  judgment 
of  the  justice  to  the  county  court  was  suflicient.  It  conferred 
jurisdiction  on  such  court  to  examine  the  whole  case  as  set 
forth  in  the  return ;  to  see  if  any  error  had  been  committed 
for  which  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

The  office  of  the  notice  of  appeal  is  to  confer  jurisdiction 
on  the  appellate  court.  That  done,  the  appellate  court  may 
review  any  and  every  error  appearing  upon  the  record 
returned  {Forman  agt.  Farman,  17  How.,  255 ;  Cole  agt. 
BdL,  48  Barb.,  196,  197;  WebBter  agt.  Hophins,  11  How,, 
140,  146 ;  Partridge  agt.  Thayer,  2  Sand/.,  228 ;  2  Waifs 
Law  and  Practice,  781). 

X.  The  return  of  the  justice  is  the  record  in  this  case,  and 
those  matters  which  belong  to  it  must  be  free  from  error,  or 
the  unsuccessful  party  may  avail  himself  of  the  objection  in 
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the  higher  court,  and  whenever  objections  are  apparent  on 
tlie  record  which  go  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  they  may  and 
ought  to  be  taken  by  the  appellate  court,  although  not  raised 
in  the  court  below  {Sanford  agt.  Orangery  12  Barb.,  392 ; 
MiUs  agt.  Thurshy  et  dl.y  12  How.,  394). 

XI.  Where  the  objection  is  one  which  the  opposite 
party  could  not  have  answered  by  further  evidence,  or  by 
any  act  on  his  part,  the  objecting  party  may  raise  it  for  the 
first  time  on  an  appeal  {Tift  agt.  Tift,  4  Denio,  175 ;  J/'ew- 
come  agt.  Clark,  1  id.,  226;  Pike  agt.  OandaM,  9  Wend., 
149 ;  •  Hemford  agt.  Artcher,  4  HiU,  276 ;  Pejpper  agt. 
HaigM,  20  Barb.,  429). 

XII.  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  should  be  accord- 
ing to  the  justice  of  the  case,  without  regard  to  technical  errors 
or  defects  which  do  not  aflEect  the  merits  {Code,  §  366;  Oeinr 
cujp  agt.  NiclwU,  49  Barb.,  145). 

XIII.  The  justice  received  improper  evidence  upon  the 
trial,  objected  to  by  the  defendant. 

XIV.  The  judgment  of  the  justice  is  against  the  evidence 
given  on  the  trial,  and  that  upon  the  whole  evidence  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  The  judgment  is  con- 
trai-y  to  law  upon  the  facts  proved,  and  that  the  justice  erred 
in  not  rendering  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

XV.  It  is  respectfully  submitted  that  the  judgment  of  the 
county  court  should  be  aflirmed  with  costs. 

By  the  Court,  Mullin,  P.  J. — The  plaintiff  owned  the 
house,  and  had  rented  a  part  of  it  to  the  defendant  at  eight 
dollars  per  month.  Defendant  occupied  it  Irom  May,  1870, 
until  the  12th  September,  1871. 

In  August,  1871,  plaintiff  sold  the  lot  on  which  the  house 
stood  to  a  railroad  company,  reserving  the  dwelling-house. 
After  making  the  sale,  he  testifies  that  he  informed  defendant 
that  he  had  made  the  sale,  that  he  intended  moving  the  house 
to  a  lot  some  fifty  rods  distant,  and  that  he  intended  to  remain 
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in  the  house  while  it  was  being  moved ;  and  he  asked  defend- 
ant if  he  wished  to  stay,  and  he  agreed  to  do  so. 

In  a  short  time,  the  men  employed  to  remove  the  house 
commenced  to  do  so,  and  before  it  was  entirely  off  from  the 
foundation,  defendant  with  his  family  left,  tendering  rent  that 
had  accrued  up  to  that  time,  which  plaintiff  refused  to  accept. 

About  the  26th  October,  the  defendant  tendered  to  plain- 
tiff the  key,  and  he  infused  to  take  it,  and  then  brought  this 
action  for  rent  for  two  months,  or  up  to  the  Ist  November. 

Several  witnesses  were  called  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
who  contradicted  the  plaintiff  and  his  witnesses,  and  swear  to 
an  entirely  different  agreement.    > 

The  justice  believed  the  plaintiff's  version  of  the  transac- 
tion, and  rendered  judgment  in  fevor  of  the  plaintiff  for  six- 
teen dollars,  and  costs. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  the  county  court,  by  which  court 
the  judgment  was  reversed,  and  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  this 
court. 

The  county  court  did  not  assume  to  reverse  the  judgment 
of  the  justice  because  of  an  erroneous  finding  of  the  facts. 
The  defendant  had  the  greater  number  of  witnesses  testifying 
to  his  version  of  the  transaction,  but  we  cannot  say  that  they 
were  as  worthy  of  credit  as  the  smaller  number  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  justice  had  the  best  means  of  judging  of 
the  credit  to  be  given  to  each,  and  a  very  clear  case  must  be 
made  of  error  in  his  finding  of  the  facts  before  any  court 
sitting  in  review  can  disregard  his  finding. 

The  judgment  of  the  justice  was  reversed  by  the  county 
court  on  the  sole  ground  that  the  defendant  had  the  right, 
xmder  section  1,  chap.  345  of  the  laws  of  1860,  to  abandon  the 
premises  and  not  be  longer  liable  for  the  rent,  as  the  premises 
rented  were  so  injured  as  to  become  untenantable,  and  not 
being  otherwise  expressly  provided  by  written  agreement  or 
covenant.  With  all  respect  to  the  opinion  of  the  learned 
judge,  it  seems  to  me  the  statute  has  no  application  to  the 
case. 
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The  statute  applies  to  cases  in  which  the  premises,  without 
fault  of  the  lessee,  have  been  so  injured  as  to  become  unten- 
antable after  the  lease  was  made,  and  where  the  tenant  was 
bound  to  pay  rent  notwithstanding  the  injury  to  the  premises. 

In  other  words,  the  statute  has  no  application  to  a  letting 
to  a  tenant  with  the  view  to  occupancy  by  him  during  such 
dilapidation. 

The  tenant  was  told  he  was  at  liberty  to  leave,  as  the  build- 
ing was  to  be  removed.  Knowing  that,  he  agreed  to  remain 
in  possession  and  to  pay  rent. 

When  the  premises  are  let  when  in  tenantable  condition 
and  afterwards  destroyed,  there  is  manifest  propriety  in  per- 
mitting him  to  abandon  them  when  they  become  unfit  for  use, 
and  in  relieving  him  from  rent. 

If  rented  with  full  knowledge  that  the  premises  are  to  be 
rendered  untenantable  and  with  a  view  to  occupancy  while 
in  that  condition,  it  would  be  unjust  to  enable  the  tenant  to 
escape  under  this  statute  which  was  never  intended  to  apply 
to  such  a  case. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  should  be  reversed,  and 
and  that  of  the  justice  affirmed. 
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K  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Geoege  a.  Baeeb  and  William  W.  Bakeb  agt.  Henby 

Wales. 

« 

Where  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  show  that  deceit  has  been  used  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  a  person  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  that 
he  may  be  served  with  a  summons  and  thus  subjected  to  an  action  in 
this  court,  the  service  of  the  summons  will  be  set  aside  and  vacated. 

General  Term^  Marchj  1873. 

Before  Monell,  P.  e/i,  Fbeedman  and  Cubtis,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  order  vacating  and  setting  aside  service  of 
summons. 

The  following  is  the  opinion  delivered  at  special  term  : 

Sedgwick,  J. — The  facts  seem  to  be  that  the  plaintiffs  kept 
in  their  oflSce  parcels  of  summons  with  places  left  blank  for 
defendants'  names  and  amounts  to  be  claimed.  The  inference 
is,  that  if  a  business  interview  were  not  satisfactory,  service 
of  summons  would  follow  after  the  blanks  had  been  filled  up. 

On  January  19th  one  of  the  plaintiffs  wrote  to  defendant, 
who  lived  in  Connecticut,  to  come  to  New  York  to  settle  the 
claim  in  dispute,  and  to  answer  by  return  mail  whether  he 
would  come.  He  did  not  answer  until  the  twenty-sixth,  and 
did  not  come  until  the  thirtieth;  then  he  had  an  unsuccessful 
negotiation  with  plaintiffs'  clerk,  who  served  him  with  the 
summons  in  the  case  after  he  had  filled  in  the  defendant's 
name.  This  summons  was  dated  20th  January,  the  day  after 
the  plaintiffs'  letter  to  defendant  to  come  to  New  York. 

There  would  be  no  doubt  in  the  case  if  it  were  not  for  the 
plaintiffs'  affidavits  that  the  letter  was  written  and  the  inter- 
view sought  for  the  purpose  of  settlement  solely. 
Vol.  XLV  18 
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But  there  ia  a  conclusion  coDsiatent  with  thia  to  be  drawn 
from  all  the  facts ;  that  is,  that  irre^ective  of  a  particular 
interest  in  this  particular  case,  there  was  a  general  purpose  to 
have  interviews  with  business  customers,  who  went  there  only 
for  business  purposes,  and  then  the  clerk  having  blank  sum- 
mons in  reserve,  to  serve  them  if  the  customers  did  not  come 
to  terms ;  so  the  clerk  would  be  instructed. 

Under  the  general  system  of  business  it  would  be  only 
necessary  for  the  plaintifis  to  write  a  letter  solely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  settlement  in  a  particular  case,  and  die  clerk  would 
serve  the  summons  under  the  general  i&struction.  Neverthe- 
leee,  the  result  would  be  that  a  defendant  would  be  deceived, 
and  the  deceit  would  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a 
service. 

Motion  granted  with  ten  dollars  costs. 

MoBBis  &  liOBD, /or  appellants. 
RoGEB  H.  LtoNi/ot*  respoTident. 

By  the  Cov/rt,  Fbebdman,  J. — The  court  below  found, 
Dpon  evidence  somewhat  conflicting,  that  deceit  has  been 
used  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  defendant  witliin  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court.  We  have  caiefallj  examined  the  evi- 
dence and  deem  it  amply  sufficient  to  suBtaln  such. finding. 
Tlie  service  of  the  snmmons  was  tlierefore  properly  vacated 

rpentsr  agt.  Spooner,  2  Sandf.,  716), 

:  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

DfiTiB,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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8UPEEME  OOUET. 

HsBMAK  Yon  Kelleb,  respondent,  agt.  Herman  SoHULTine 

and  others,  appellants. 

Where  the  court  of  appeals  afltoos  an  order  of  the  supreme  court  revers- 
ing a  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  a  referee  and  granting  a  new 
trial,  and  renders  judgment  absolute  for  the  defendants  with  costs,  the 
awarding  of  costs  by  that  court  entitle  the  defendants  to  costs  fh>m  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  notwithstanding  the  costs  were  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  or  referee  below,  and  none  were  allowed  to  th^ 
plaintiff  on  recovering  judgment 

Neuo  York  General  Temiy  Marchy  1873. 

Before  Rons.  D.  P.  Ingbaham  and  Noah  Davis,  JJ. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  by  Hon.  George  0. 
Babeett,  justice  at  special  term,  refusing  to  allow,  on  a  review 
from  the  clerk's  decision,  certain  costs  to  the  defendant,  Sch^lt- 
ing.  A  bill  of  costs,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  Schulting, 
was  presented  to  the  clerk  of  this  court  for  adjustment,  and 
on  objection  the  clerk  refused  to  tax  the  same  on  the  ground 
that,  there  being  other  defendants,  but  one  bill  of  costs  of  the 
joint  parties  should  be  allowed.  The  defendant,  Schulting, 
appealed  therefrom  to  the  special  term,  and  the  court  held 
that  "  but  one  bill  of  costs  be  allowed  on  the  appeal  to  the 
court  of  appeals.  That  a  separate  bill  of  costs  be  allowed  to 
the  defendant,  Schulting,  on  the  appeal  to  the  general  term, 
the  order  of  the  general  term  having  provided  for  separate 
costs  and  that  no  costs  be  allowed  prior  to  such  appeal.'' 

The  action  was  what  was  formerly  known  as  an  equity  suit  and 
was  brought  for  an  account  and  payment  of  a  certain  interest 
in  the  profits  arising  from  the  sale  of  a  stock  of  goods  sold  by 
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the  defendants,  Stursberg  &  Co.,  for  account  of  themselves 
and  others,  the  plaintiff,  Von  Keller,  claiming  to  have  pur- 
chased from  the  defendant,  Schulting,  his  share  in  such  profits. 
The  cause  was  tried  before  Hon.  James  Emott,  who  reported 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $1,660.62  against  the  defendants, 
Stursbergs,  the  custodians  of  the  fund,  but  without  costs,  as 
against  any  party,  and  judgment  was  entered  upon  the  report 
accordingly. 

The  defendants,  Stursbergs,  and  the  defendant,  Schulting, 
appeared  by  separate  attorneys  and  answered  separately,  but 
on  the  appeal  from  the  judgment  to  the  general  term  they 
united  in  a  case  on  said  appeal.  The  general  term  reversed 
the  judgment  and  ordered  a  new  trial,  with  costs  to  each  of 
the  appealing  parties.  From  this  order  the  plaintiff  appealed 
to  the  court  of  appeals,  where  the  order  was  aflSrmed  and 
judgment  absolute  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendants 
with  costs. 

The  defendant,  Schulting,  appealed  from  the  order  of  the 
special  term,  disallowing  him  certain  costs,  to  the  general 
term. 

C.  Bainbridge  S^STTHjfor  the  defendcmt^  SchuUing^  a/nd 
appellant 

I.  The  defendant,  Schulting,  is  entitled  to  a  separate  bill 
of  costs. 

1.  He  was  the  owner  of  the  fund  in  controversy  and 
appeared  by  his  own  attorney  (  Waifs  Annotaied  Code^  %  306, 
and  notes;  7  Bosworth,  699  ;  3  id,,  632  ;  18  Hoto,  Pr.,  102; 
13  id,,  506  ;  5  id,,  336  ;  Ten  Broeck  agt.  J^inch,  6  IliU,  267). 

2.  If  the  general  term,  instead  of  reversing  the  judgment 
with  costs  to  the  appellant,  had  reversed  it  on  payment  of 
costs  to  the  plaintiff  in  such  case,  the  costs  of  the  trial  and 
all  subsequent  proceedings  would  require  to  have  been  paid 
(8  How.  Pr.  ^.,  1 ;  7  id.,  370  ;  29  id.,  89 ;  Waifs  Code,  §  306). 

II.  The  court  of  appeals  not  only  rendered  judgment  abso- 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  141 

Von  Keller  agt.  Bchulting. 

lute  with  costs,  but  affirmed  the  order  granting  a  new  trial 
with  costs  {Boffardus  agt.  27ie  Rosendale  M,  Co,y  1  Duer^  592 ; 
Danids  agt.  Lyona^  9  N,  Y.  H.j  549).  If  the  court  of  appeals 
had  intended  to  limit  the  costs  of  the  defendants  to  the  costs 
of  that  court,  it  Would  have  declared  so  {Cahoon  agt.  The  Bank 
of  Utica,  7  N.  T.  B.,  486). 

Joseph  hA:EOcqvjiy  for  plaintij^  and  respondent. 

I.  This  was  not  an  action  in  which  costs  were  allowed  to 
the  prevailing  party  of  course  {Oode^  §  304). 

n.  The  costs  in  this  case  are  governed  by  section  306, 
which  leave  them  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
And  in  this  class  of  cases  no  costs  are  recoverable  except 
such  as  are  expressly  awarded  by  the  judgment  of  the  court 
(  Wbodagt.  BrooUyn  F.  Ins.  Co.,  10  How.  Pr.  B.,  154 ;  WU- 
liama  agt.  Sogan,  13  id.<,  138). 

III.  There  is  no  authority  to  be  found  in  any  judgment  of 
this  court  or  of  the  court  of  appeals  for  the  recovery  of  costs 
prior  to  the  appeal  to  the  general  term. 

By  the  Court. — The  defendants  are  entitled  to  one  bill  of 
costs  to  the  recovery  of  the  judgment,  and  each  defendant  to 
a  separate  bill  on  appeal  from  the  judgment  to  the  general 
term  of  this  court  and  to  a  joint  bill  of  costs  pn  the  appeal 
to  the  court  of  appeals,  without  costs  of  this  appeal. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  re  Wilmbedinos  &  Mount,  respondents,  agt.  N.  Hill 

FowLEB,  appellant. 

Where  an  attorney  obtains  money  from  a  third  party  imder  an  order  of  the 
court,  which  would  not  have  been  granted  had  he  not  suppressed  certain 
material  facts,  an  attachment  will  issue  against  him. 

The  suppression  of  sudi  facts  amounts  to  a  fraud  upon  the  court. 

Ifew  York  Oerieral  Term. 

Before  Leonard  and  Q-ilbeet,  J  J. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term, 
requiring  N.  Hill  Fowler,  an  attorney,  to  pay  to  Wilmerdings 
&  Mount  the  sum  of  $963  3^,  with  interest  from  the  14th 
December,  1869,  and  in  default  of  such  payment  an  attach- 
ment  issue  against  him. 

On  the  14th  November,  1866,  one  Mentheim  Lowenstein 
consigned  to  Wilmerdings  &  Mount,  auctioneers,  a  lot  of 
merchandise,  which  realized,  after  deducting  advances  and 
expenses,  $963.36.  This  sum  Lowenstein  sold  and  trans- 
ferred to  Bernard  Rice.  On  the  27th  November,  1852, 
Nathaniel  H.  Fowler  and  others,  being  the  same  N.  Hill 
Fowler,  recovered  judgment  against  Lowenstein  for  $804.85. 
In  1867  proceedings  supplementary  were  instituted  against 
Lowenstein  on  the  Fowler  judgment,  and  a  receiver  was 
appointed.  Wilmerdings  &  Monnt  were  served  with  a  copy  of 
the  order  of  the  appointment  of  such  receiver,  with  notice  not 
to  pay  over  the  money.  A  suit  was  then  commenced  against 
Wilmerdings  &  Mount  by  Lowenstein's  assignee,  Bernard 
Rice.    When  the  suit  was  commenced  Fowler  assured  the 
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attorney  for  Wilmerdings  &  Mount  that  there  was  a  good 
defense  to  the  action,  and  famished  certain  papers  which 
tended  to  establish  it.  During  the  pendency  of  the  Rice 
action  one  of  the  firm  of  Wilmerdings  &  Mount  was  exam- 
ined ex  pcurte  in  proceedings  supplemental  by  Fowler  on  his 
judgment  and  an  order  procured  from  judge  Babnard  that 
said  firm  pay  forthwith  to  said  Fowler  the  sum  standing  to 
the  credit  of  said  Lowenstein.  Fowler  suppressed  the  fact 
that  a  suit  was  then  pending  against  Wilmerdings  for  the 
same  sum.  The  action  of  Eice  against  Wilmerdings  & 
Momit  was  tried  and  resulted  in  a  verdict  against  them.  A 
motion  was  then  made  before  judge  Ingraham  that  Fowler 
pay  over  the  money  he  received  from  Wilmerdings  &  Mount 
or  that  an  attachment  issue.  This  motion  was  denied.  An 
application  was  then  made  for  a  reargument  on  the  ground 
that  Nathaniel  H.  Fowler  and  N.  Hill  Fowler  were  one  and 
the  same  person^  and  the  motion  was  granted,  and  an  order 
made  that  he  pay  the  money  and  in  default  thereof  an  attach- 
ment issue.  The  defendant  appealed  to  the  general  term  of 
this  co\irt. 

0.  BAiNBBmGB  SMirn^ybr  the  relators. 

First.  N".  Hill  Fowler  obtained  the  money  in  bad  feith, 
and  by  suppression  of  the  fact  tliat  there  was  a  suit  pending 
against  Wilmerdings  &  Mount  for  the  same  sum  he  obtained 
from  them.  A  party  may  be  as  guilty  of  a  fraud  by  suppress- 
ing the  truth  as  by  expressing  a  falsehood.  The  fraud  he 
perpetrated  accomplished  his  object. 

Second.  In  all  cases  of  this  nature  the  remedy  is  by  attach- 
ment against  the  attorney  {In  the  Matter  of  Knight^  1  Bmg.j 
91;  S.  a,  8  E.  0.  L.R.,  269;  In  the  Matter  of  DeWolf,  2 
ChU^,  68 ;  S.  C.j  18  K  0.  L.  R.^  25 ;  In  the  Matter  of 
ExemUyrs  of  Aitken,  4t  B.  <&  Aid.,  47 ;  S.  (7.,  6  K  C.  L.  i?., 
344 ;  In  the  Matter  of  Lawrence,  2  Smale  db  Oifford,  372 ; 
In  the  Matter  of  Blake,  2  EUis  cfe  Ellis,  34 ;  Cretwell  agt. 
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l^ostbrooky  1  Jurist^  755 ;  People  agt.  WiUon^  5  John,  E,y  368 ; 
Ex  parte  StaatSy  4  Cow,^  76 ;  In  the  Matter  of  S,  D.  Dakin^ 
4  HUl,  42 ;  BuUer  agt.  WeUe,  MS. 

Third.  The  defendant  could  have  been  proceeded  against 
criminally.  The  Revised  Statutes  declares  that  "  any  coun- 
selor, attorney  or  solicitor  who  shall  be  guilty  of  any  deceit 
or  collusion  with  intent  to  deceive  the  court  or  any  party 
shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  on  conviction 
shall  be  punished  by  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court.  He  shall  also  forfeit  to  the  party 
injured  by  his  deceit  treble  damages,  to  be  recovered  In  a 
civil  action  (2  E.  S.,  287,  §  68 ;  2  i?.  5.,  Mm.  ed.,  298,  §  68). 

Fov/rth.  The  case  of  Langley  agt.  Warner  (3  Qomat.  E.y 
827),  which  will  be  relied  on  by  Fowler,  has  no  application 
to  the  case  at  bar.  In  that  case  the  plaintiff  brought  an 
action  against  Warner  to  recover  moneys  that  Walsh  had 
paid  over  to  him  from  a  judgment  which  Walsh  had  obtained 
against  Langley,  and  which  judgment  was  afterward  reversed. 
The  question  in  that  case  was  one  of  agency,  and  did  not 
involve  the  question  of  the  liability  of  an  attorney  wCo  had 
received  moneys  fraudulently. 

Fifth.  It  is  submitted  that  the  order  should  be  affirmed, 
with  costs. 

A.  H.  REAVEY,yi?r  the  defendant. 

First  The  supplementary  proceedings,  and  the  proceedings 
against  Wilmerdings  &  Mount,  were  and  are  in  every  par- 
ticular proper  and  lawful  {Gibson  agt.  Haggertyj  37  Jf.  Y. 
R.,  555 ;  Code,  §§  292,  294,  297). 

Second.  If  the  order,  under  which  the  respondents  paid 
the  money,  was  void,  or  they  paid  it  under  duress  or  by  mis- 
take, its  return  can  only  be  had  by  an  auction  at  law  (1  Sill, 
343  ;  2  Comstoch,  83 ;  4  Parker,  45). 

Third.  Whatever  money  the  appellant  collected  was  col- 
lected by  him  as  attorney  and  paid  by  him  to  his  client,  Bam- 
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burger,  less  his  fees,  long  prior  to  tke  making  of  this  motion. 
Fowler  swears  to  it,  onequivocallj  to  it  {Zanglsyi  agt.  Warner^ 
3  Camst.  R.,  327), 

Fourth.  If  the  order ^  under  which,  the  money  paid,  wai» 
errcmeouB  or  illegal,  the  only  remedy  the  respondents  had  wa» 
either  to  have  a/pj^mled^^xa  it  or  Trwved  for  its  modificcdd/m 
or  vacation,     Th&if  have  done  neiiher. 

Fifth,  Supplem/entary  proceedings  may  be  instituted  im 
the  name  of  a  judgment  creditor,  although  the  judgment  b^ 
assigned  (2  AhhoU,  467 ;  1  Code  M.  [N.  5.],  91 ;  18  Howard^ 
96 ;  3  Sandf.  Ji.,  676). 

Sixth.  It  is  respectfully  submitted  that  the  order  appealed 
from  should  be  reversed  with  costs. 

jBy  the  Courty  Gilbkkt,  J. — ^It  is  testified  by  the  attornqf 
of  Messrs,  Wilmerdings  &  Mount,  and .  not  denied  by  Mr. 
Foiwler,  that  when  the  latter  obtained  the  moneys  in  contror 
versy  he  knew  the  fact  that  said  moneys  were  claimed  by 
Mr.  Kice,  and  that  an  action,  brought  by  him,  against  Wilmer- 
dings  &  Mount  to  recover  the  same  was  then  pending.  There 
is  nothing  bx  the  papers  ta  show  tha;b  Mr.  Fowler  had  any  rear 
som  to  question  the  title  of  Mr.  Bice  to  the  moneys.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  a  fact  of  some  significance  that  it  is  not  made 
to  appear  that  Lowenstein,  the  judgment  debtor,  on  his  exami- 
nation stated  that  the  moneys  belong  to  him.  That  exami- 
nation is  not  before  us,  and  all  that  appears  respecting  the 
contents  of  it  is  set  forth  in  Mr.  Fowler's  affidavit,  dated 
October  23d,  1871.  The  statement  there  is,  that  on  the 
examination  of  the  judgment  debtor  he  stated  and  swore  that 
the  relators  (Messrs.  W.  &  M.)  had  owed  him  the  money  in 
question.  The  title  of  Mr.  Sice  has  been  judicially  estabr 
lished. 

Mr.  Fowler  obtained  the  moneys  upon  an  ex  parte  deposi- 
tion of  Thomas  A.  Wilmerding  that  there  was  a  balance  of 
$963.36  remaining  with  his  firm  to  the  credit  of  the  judgment 
debtor.  Mr.  Wilmerding  was  not  interrogated  respecting  the 
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claim  of  Bice,  or  whether  such  balance  was,  in  point  of  fact, 
the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor ;  nor  did  Mr.  Fowler 
state  to  the  justice,  who  made  the  order  directing  Wilmerding 
&  Mount  to  pay  the  money  to  him,  the  fact  that  the  judg- 
ment debtor  had  assigned  said  moneys  to  Eice,  or  anything 
concerning  Rice's  claim  thereto.  Nothing  whatever  is  shown 
to  justify  or  eooctcse  such  a  sfwppression  of  material  facts.  As 
the  case  is  now  presented,  that  suppression  can  be  regarded  in 
no  other  aspect  than  that  of  an  imposition  on  the  justice  who 
made  the  order.  In  such  a  case  there  can  be  no  question  of 
the  power  and  duty  of  the  court,  by  appropriate  means,  to 
compel  a  restitution  of  the  moneys  to  the  parties  thus  illegally 
deprived  of  them  {Slater  agt.  Phmnix  Bank,  33  N,  Y.  JS., 
25,  o/nd  cases  cited).  And  where  the  person  proceeded  against 
is  an  attorney,  the  remedy  by  attachment  is  the  proper  one. 
1^0  embarrassment  arises  from  the  statement  of  Mr.  Fowler 
that  he  has  paid  over  the  moneys  to  the  plaintiffs.  Nor  is  it 
necessary  to  pass  upon  the  legal  effect  of  such  a  fact,  if  it 
existed,  for  Mr.  Fowler  is  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  state- 
ment would  be  literally  true  if  he  retained  the  moneys  and  ! 
charged  himself  therewith  in  account  with  his  firm.  It 
appears  one  Bamberger  is  the  person  entitled  to  receive  the 
moneys  from  Fowler,  and  there  is  no  pretense  that  they  have 

•  I 

been  paid  to  him. 

The  appeal  from  the  order  made  by  Mr.  justice  Ingbaham 
was  waived  by  the  motion  under  review. 

Upon  the  whole  case,  therefore,  we  think  the  order  appealed 
from  should  be  affirmed  with  costs.* 

*  The  defendant  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals,  and  on  the  15th  of 
May,  1878,  the  order  was  affirmed  with  costs,  the  court  holding  that  the  i 

order  of  judge  Babnard,  under  which  the  money  was  paid,  having  been 
procured  by  fraud,  was  a  nullity,  and  that  an  attachment  was  the  proper 
remedy  and  applicable  in  such  cases  to  any  person  guilty  of  obtaining 
money  by  fraud. 
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N.  T.  StJPERIOR  COURT. 

Benjamih  G.  Dttbenbubt,  administrator,   &c.,  agt.   Mabk 

Hoyt. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  debt  against  a  debtor  who  has  been  discharged 
therefrom  in  bankraptcy,  in  every  case  the  action  must  be  f omided  upon 
the  precise  and  positive  new  promise  made  after  the  dischars^e,  and  ^e 
original  debt  is  to  be  considered  merely  as  the  consideration  that  gives 
validity  to  the  new  promise. 

It  follows  that  inasmuch  as  under  the  Code  the  plaintiff  is  required  to  set 
out  the  facts  constituting  his  cause  of  action,  and  nothing  else,  the  said 
new  promise  must  be  specially  pleaded  as  the  basis  of  the  action* 

Special  Term^  Aprils  1873. 

Motiok  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  minutes. 

D.  M.  PoRTEB,yi>r  the  motion. 
Cbphas  Brainbbd,  opposed. 

Fbbbdman,  J. — ^It  seems  to  be  well  settled  that  different 
principles  apply  to  cases  of  defenses  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, and  of  a  discharge  under  the  bankrupt  act  The  former 
statute  operates  upon  the  remedy  merely,  and  does  not  extin- 
guish the  debt.  A  discharge  in  bankruptcy  absolutely  releases 
and  extinguishes  the  debt. 

Under  the  statute  of  limitations,  where  no  statutory  provi- 
sion to  the  contrary  intervenes,  a  new  promise  may  be  implied ; 
but  after  a  discharge  it  must  be  so  express,  clear  and  unequi- 
vocal, as  to  show  that  the  promisor  intended  deliberately  to 
waive  the  protection  of  his  discharge,  and  fo  rebind  himself 
legally  to  pay  the  old  debt  {Depuy  agt.  Swarty  3  Wend.y  13ft; 
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Lynbwy  ^gt.  Wrightmany  5  Estp.y  198 ;  Homer  agt.  Speedy 
2  P.(&  R.[  Va,]y  616 ;  Fvan^  agt.  Car^y,  29  Ala.,  99 ;  i^^^^wi- 
ing  agt.  Hayne,  1  Stark.,  370 ;  MucJdow  agt .  /S5.  e/^A/i,  4 
T<a^7i.,  613;  Brook  agt.  Tr^x)^?,  13  Price,  667;  Cambridge 
agt.  LitUefield,  6  (Ti^A.,  213,  j?^r  Dewey,  e/".) 

Thus,  while  in.  section  IIQ  of  th,e  New  York  Code  it  is 
enacted  that  the  effect  of  any  payment  of  principal  or  interest 
shall  not  be  altered  by  the  provision ;  that  no  acki^owledgmeut 
or  promise  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  a  new  or  continuing 
contract,  whereby  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  lipiitations,  unless  the  same  be  contained  in  some 
writing  sigped  by  the  party  to,  be  charged  thei^ehy,  it  has 
been  held  in  cases,  which  arose  under  the  bankrupt  law,  that 
partial  payments  are  not  a  new  promise,  nor  the  equivalent  of 
a  new  promise  {Stark  agt.  Stinson,  3  JFbst.,  259 ;  Viele  agt. 
Ogilvie,  2  Oreene,  326) ;  and  tha-t  payment  of  interest  by  the 
maker  ooji.  a  note  from  which  he  had  been  discharged,  did  i^ot 
revive  the  liability  to  pay  the  note  (Cambridge,  dkc,  agt.  Liih 
Uefidd,  6  Cmh.,  210). 

Upon  the  question,  however,  whether  a  new  promise,  after 
the  discharge,  creates  a  new  and  substantive  cause  of  action, 
or  operates  merely  as  a  waiver,  by  the  promisor,  of  a  defense 
with  which  the  law  has  furnished  him  again^  an  action  on 
the  old  promise  or  demand,  there  is  a  marked  conflict  of 
authority.  But  upon  the  principles  decided  in  Depuy  agt. 
Swa/rt  (3  Wmd.,  135)  and  Stafford  agt.  Bacon  (1  BM,  533), 
under  the  old  practice  of  this  state,  and  in  Steaa^na  agt.  Tap- 
pin  (5  Duer,  294,  299),  under  the  Code,  and  the  reasoning 
of  Carson  agt.  OBbom  (10  B.  Mon.,  155),  Fidd^d  Caae  (2 
Bawle,  351),  and  Graham  agt.  B'unt  (8  B.  Mon.,  7),  I  feel 
consitrained  to  hpld  that  in  every  case  the  action  must  be 
lounded  upon  the  precise  and  positive  new  promise  made 
after  tiie  discharge  askd  that  the  original  debt  is  to  be  consid- 
ered merely  as  the  consideration  that  gives  validity  to  the 
^ew  promise.  From  this  it  follows  that  inasmuch  as  under 
ih^  Code  th^  plaintiff  i^^  reqnir^  to  set  out  the  lacts  eonsti- 
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tating  his  cause  of  action,  and  nothing  else,  the  said  new  pro- 
mise most  be  speciaU  j  pleaded  as  the  basis  of  the  action. 

This  not  having  been  done  in  the  case  now  before  me,  the 
ridings  made  at  the  trial  must  be  affinned. 

As  to  the  admissibility  and  effect  of  defendant's  discharge, 
I  need  only  point  out  that  the  court  of  appeals  in  The  Ocean 
National  Bank  agt.  OlcoU  (46  N".  Y.^  15)  expressly  held  that, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  bankiupt  act  of  1867,  th^ 
certificate  is  conclusive  evidence  in  favor  of  the  bankrupt  of 
the  fact  and  the  regularity  of  the  discharge,  and  that  the  same 
cannot  be  questioned  on  the  ground  that  it  was  improperly 
granted,  in  any  other  mode,  nor  in  any.  other  court,  than  pre- 
scribed in  the  act. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  denied^  with  costs.* 


*  Affirmed  on  appeal  at  generdl  term,  May  8d.  1873,  upon  the  grounds 
above  stated. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

* 

Thb  People  ex  rel.  Daioel  O'Bbien  agt.  Andbew  H.  Gbeen, 
comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  York. 

Where  a  crier  of  the  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New  York  has  been 
appointed  by  the  judges  of  that  court  in  pursuance  of  section  89  of  the 
Code,  the  comptroller  of  the  city  is  bound  to  pay  him  his  salary,  not- 
withstanding his  objection  that  the  full  nimiber  of  officers  allowed  to  be 
appointed  to  that  court,  under  section  2,  of  chap.  488,  of  the  Laws  of 
1872,  had  been  appointed,  and  that  the  relator  was  not  one  of  those 
officers. 

J^ew  York  Special  Tenn^  Ma/rch^  1873. 

The  relator  had  been  appointed  by  the  judge  of  the  supe- 
rior court,  at  a  general  term,  on  the  2l8t  day  of  January, 
1870,  crier  of  the  superior  court,  and  had  performed  the 
duties  of  his  position,  and  was  still  performing  the  same  with 
the  consent  and  approbation  of  the  judge  of  said  court  at  the 
time  hereinafter  mentioned.  The  comptroller  had  refused  to 
pay  the  salary  of  the  relator  for  the  months  of  May,  June, 
July,  August,  September,  October,  November  and  Decem- 
ber, 1872,  and  January,  1873,  at  $2,000  a  year,  the  rate  fixed 
by  an  act  of  the  legislature  passed  April  26,  1870,  although 
the  same  bad  been  included  in  the  estimate  of  expenditures 
transmitted  to  the  comptroller  by  the  clerk  of  the  said  court 
at  the  commencement  of  each  year. 

The  comptroller  alleged  that  the  fall  number  of  oflScers 
allowed  to  .be  appointed  under  the  second  section  of  chapter 
438  of  the  Laws  of  1872,  four  for  each  branch  of  the  court, 
had  been  appointed,  and  that  the  relator  was  not  one  of  the 
officers  so  appointed. 
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Also,  that  there  was  no  appropriation  out  of  which  payment 
could  be  made  for  services  rendered  in  the  year  1872. 
The  relator  moved  for  a  writ  of  peremptory  mandamus. 

Abraham  R.  Lawbenob,  Jr.,  for  relator. 
Geo.  p.  AndbewSj/ot  respondent. 

Faucheb,  J, — The  crier  of  the  superior  court  "  was  law- 
fiilly  appointed  by  the  justices  of  that  court,  under  section  39 
of  the  Code  of  Procedure.  His  salary  was  lawfully  fixed, 
and  is  to  be  paid  by  the  county  of  New  York.  The  man- 
damns  applied  for  must  be  granted." 

On  the  return  day  a  stay  of  proceedings  was  granted,  and 
an  appeal  taken  to  the  general  term. 

By  consent,  the  appeal  was  argued  March  22d  at  a  general 
temiy  composed  of  Inobaham,  P.  J.,  and  Davis,  J. 

Abbaham  R.  Lawbenob,  St, y  for  respondent. 
David  J.  DbaNj.^ot  appellant. 

At  the  close  of  the  argument  the  court  at  once  affirmed  the 
order  below. 
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K  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

MiCEAEL   SULLTVAN  agt.  ThE  MaTOE,  AlBERMEN  AND  CoM- 
MONALTY  OF  THE   OlTY  OF  NeW  YoBK. 

Under  the  district  court  act  (Laws  of  1857)  the  common  conncil  of  the  city 
of  New  York  had  authority  to  adopt  the  resolution  in  March,  1870,  in 
pursuance  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  appointed  jamkr  of  the  sixth  dis- 
trict court  of  said  city,  at  an  annual  salary  of  $1,600. 

•*  An  act  to  make  provision  for  the  government  of  the  city  of  New  York," 
passed  in  1869,  ordinarily  called  the  city  tax  levy,  contains  a  provision 
in  terms  (§  11)  prohibiting  the  common  council  or  any  head  of  depart- 
ment of  the  city  of  New  York  from  creating  any  new  oflBce  or  depart- 
ment, or  increasing  the  salary  of  those  in  office,  except  as  provided  by 
acts  of  the  legislature. 

Assuming  that  the  position  of  Janitor  can  &irly  be  called  an  officer  within 
the  sense  of  this  prohibition,  and  also  that  said  prohibition  was  not  lim- 
ited in  its  operation  to  the  year  1869,  then  the  question  arises,  is  the 
same  unconstitutional  and  void? 

Hdd,  that  it  is  unconstUutional^  Ist.  Because  being  a  local  law,  it  must  be 
deemed  to  be  another  and  different  subject  from  that  embraced  in  the 
general  provisions  of  the  act  2d  Because  its  object  or  subject  is  not 
expressed  in  the  title  of  the  act 

Oeneral  Term^  March^  1873. 

Before  Daly,  Ch. «/.,  Kobinson  a/nd  Loew,  JJ. 

The  plaintiff  was  appointed  by  justice  Lane  on  the  16th 
day  of  March,  18Y0,  janitor  of  the  sixth  district  court  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  a  reso- 
lution of  the  common  council  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
authorizing  such  appointment,  passed  and  approved  March 
15th,  1870.  Hci  thereupon  entered  upon  the  performance  of 
his  duties  and  was  paid  therefor  up  to  January  1st,  1872,  at 
the  rate  of  $1,500  per  annum.    Subsequently  payment  was 
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refused.  The  plaintiff  demanded  monthly  his  salary  froift 
the  comptroller,  Andrew  H.  Green,  and,  after  the  lapse  of 
ten  months,  he  commenced  this  action  against  the  corporation 
of  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  defense  set  up  was  that  the  common  council  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  resolution,  prohibited  by  sec- 
tion 11  of  chapter  876,  Laws  of  1869,  firom  creating  any  new 
office. 

At  the  trial  before  the  jury  the  justice  dismissed  the  com- 
plaint on  the  ground  above  stated,  and  directed  that  the 
exception  should  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  the  general 
term,  and  that  the  entry  of  judgment  ^ould  be  meanwhile 
suspended. 

Abbaham  B.  Lawbence,  Sr,^  far  plaintiff, 
David  3.  DEAN,yi>r  defendants. 

By  the  Court,  Loew,  J. — On  the'14th  day  of  March,  1870, 
a  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  common  council  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  whereby  the  justices  of  the  several  district 
courts,  and  the  justices  assigned  to  each  of  the  police  courts 
in  this  city,  were  authorized  and  empowered  to  appoint  a 
janitor  for  their  respective  courts,  at  an  annual  salary  of 
f  1,500,  payable  monthly. 

This  resolution  was  approved  by  the  mayor  on  the  follow*- 
ing  day ;  and,  in  pursuance  thereof,  the  justice  of  the  sixth 
tlistrict  court,  on  the  16th  day  of  March,  1870,  appointed  the 
plaintiff  janitor  of  said  court. 

The  latter  at  once  entered  upon  the  performance  of  his 
xiuties  as  such  janitor,  and  has  ever  since  continued  to  per- 
form the  same. 

The  defendants  paid  him  for  his  services  up  to  the  first 
day  of  January,  1872,  at  the  rate  fixed  in  the  said  resolution ; 
but  since  that  time  they  have  neglected  and  refused  to  pay 
him ;  and  he  therefore  brings  this  action  to  recover  $1,250 
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for  bis  services  from  the  first  day  of  January,  1872,  to  the 
first  day  of  November,  1872. 

On  the  trial,  after  the  plaintifi^  had  proved  his  case,  the 
defendants  called  justice  Lane,  by  whom  they  proved  that, 
prior  to  the  time  when  the  plaintiff  was  appointed,  there  was 
no  janitor  of  the  sixth  district  court.  They  thereupon 
renewed  a  motion,  which  had  been  previously  made  and 
denied,  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  following  grounds : 

1.  That  there  was  no  authority  for  the  appointment  of  the 
said  plaintiff  as  janitor,  for  the  reason  that,  at  the  time  of 
such  appointment,  the  common  council  were  prohibited  by 
law  from  creating  the  office  of  janitor. 

2.  That  there  was  no  evidence  showing  that  there  was  any 
money  in  the  city  treasury  appropriated  or  applicable  to  the 
payment  of  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

The  learned  judge  granted  the  motion  on  the  ground  first 
above  mentioned,  and  ordered  the  exceptions  to  be  heard  at 
the  general  term  in  the 'first  instance,  and  that  the  entry  of 
judgment  be  suspended  in  the  mean  time. 

The  main  question,  therefore,  presented  for  our  considera- 
tion and  determination  is,  could  the  common  council  lawfully 
adopt  the  resolution  referred  to  ? 

Section  7  of  the  act  commonly  called  the  district  court  act 
{Laws  of  1S57 J  chap.  344,  §  7),  declares  that  the  district 
courts  must  be  held  in  the  places  in  their  respective  districts 
appointed  by  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York;  and 
by  section  65  of  the  same  act  it  is  provided  that  the  defend- 
ants shall  furnish,  at  the  expense  of  the  city,  all  necessary 
attendants,  rooms,  furniture,  &c.,  for  said  courts. 

As  the  last  named  section  also  provides  for  the  appoint- 
ment, by  the  justices  of  said  courts,  of  such  officers  as  may  be 
necessary  to  attend  the  same,  it  is  evident  that  the  legisla- 
ture, in  enacting  that  the  defendants  should  furnish  ^^all 
necessary  attendants,"  not  only  authorized  and  empowered 
them  to  employ  suitable  and  proper  persons  to  take  charge 
of  said  court-rooms,  keep  the  same  in  good  order,  and  pre- 
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serve  the  property  therein  oontained,  but  made  it  incumbent 
upon  them  to  do  so. 

Hence  it  follows  that  the  common  council  had  authority  to 
adopt  Che  resolution  in  pursuance  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
appointed,  unless  they  were  deprived  of  the  same  by  subse- 
quent legislation. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defense,  although  he  did  not, 
on  the  argument  before  us,  question  that  the  common  council 
might  have  lawfully  adopted  said  resolution  prior  to  the  year 
1869,  nevertheless  insisted  that  by  an  act  passed  in  that  year 
such  power  and  authority  was  taken  from  them. 
•  The  eleventh  section  of  the  statute  referred  to  {Laws  of 

1869,  chap.  876,  §  11),  among  other  things,  in  terms  pro- 
hibits the  common  council  or  any  bead  of  department  of  the 
city  of  New  York  from  creating  any  new  office  or  depart- 
ment, or  increasing  the  salary  of  those  in  office,  except  as 
provided  by  acts  of  the  legislature. 

It  may,  perhaps,  be  doubted  whether  the  plaintiff  is  more 
than  a  mere  employe,  who,^  for  a  stated  compensation,  is  to 
take  charge  of  and  protect  the  property  entrusted  to  his  care, 
and  also  whether  that  portion  of  the  section  in  question 
which  precedes  the  provision  on  which  the  defendants  rely, 
does  not  indicate  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  legislature 
to  limit  said  provision  to  the  year  in  which  the  act  was 
passed. 

Assuming,  however,  that  the  position  of  janitor  can  fairly 
be  called  an  officer,  within  the  sense  of  the  prohibition 
referred  to,  and  also  that  said  provision  was  not  limited  in  its 
operation  to  the  year  1869,  then  the  question  arises,  is  the 
same  unconstitutional  and  void,  as  claimed  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff?  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that 
it  is. 

The  constitution  provides  that  "no  private  or  local  bill, 
which  may  be  passed  by  the  legislature,  shall  embrace  more 
than  one  subject,  and  that  shall  be  expressed  in  the  title " 
{CoTisty  art.  3,  §  16).   Every  law  which  relates  only  to  a  particu- 
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lar  place  or  locality,  or  affects  only  persons  or  property  within 
a  certain  specified  section  or  district,  is  a  local  law,  within  th6 
meaning  of  this  section  of  the  constitution  {The  People  agt. 
O'Brien,  38  N,  F.,  193 ;  The  People  agt.  Hills,  35  id,,  449). 

The  act  under  consideration  is  entitled  "  An  act  to  makig 
provision  for  the  government  of  the  city  of  New  York.*'  It 
is  what  is  ordinarily  known  as  the  city  tax  levy,  which  is 
tonually  passed  by  the  legislature,  and  which  authorizes  the 
raising  of  money  by  taxation  for  the  support  of  the  city  gov- 
ernment. It  specifies  the  sums  and  the  purposes  for  which 
they  are  to  be  raised,  and  directs  the  manner  of  levying  and 
raising  the  same. 

The  particular  provision  relied  on  by  the  defendants'  coun- 
sel purports  to  alter  and  change  the  corporate  powers  of  the 
defendants.  It  is  confined  in  its  operation  exclusively  to 
the  city  of  New  York,  and  is,  therefore,  local  within  the 
meaning  of  the  constitution ;  and  as  its  aim  or  object  is  to  inter* 
diet  the  common  council  from  creating  any  new  office  or 
department  or  increasing  the  salary  of  those  in  office— pow- 
ers  which  had  previously  been  conferred  on  the  corporation 
of  the  city,  by  the  charter  and  other  acts  of  the  legislature — it 
must  be  deemed  to  be  another  and  different  subject  from  that 
embraced  in  the  general  provisions  of  the  act,  and  for  that 
reason  unconstitutional  and  void  {Oashin  agt.  Meek,  42  N.  Y., 
186 ;  Tlie  People  agt.  O^Brien,  supra). 

Again,  the  provision  in  question  is  in  contravention  of  the 
constitution,  beause  its  object  or  subject  is  not  expressed  in 
the  title  of  the  act. 

In  the  case  of  Qashin  agt.  Meek  {supra),  the  title  of  the  act 
passed  upon  was,  "  An  act  in  relation  to  the  fees  of  the  sheriff 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  and  the  fees  of  referees 
in  sales  in  partition  cases." 

The  court  of  appeals  held  that  this  title  did  not  express  the 
subject  of  the  exclusive  power  of  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of 
New  York  to  conduct  sales  under  the  decrees  of  the  courts  of 
record,  and  accordingly  declared  the  act  invalid. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  IW 

^  @;i]Jlivan  agt.  Mayor,  Aldenuea  and  Commonalty  of  City  of  New  York. 

So  in  The  People  agt.  The  CommUdoners  of  Highways 
of  Town  of  Paldtme  (53  Barh.^  70)  tlie  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court  decided  that  where  the  object  of  the  act  was  to 
authorize  the  commissionerB  of  highways  of  a  certain  town  to 
r^uce  the  widjih  of  a  road,  and  the  act  was  entitled  "  An  act 
to  regvlat^  a  road  in  the  tovn  of  Palatine,  Montgom^eiy 
county,"  the  si^bject  of  the  act  was  not  expressed  in  its  title, 
and  that  the  same  was  void. 

Surely,  if  the  subject  of  an  enactment "  to  alter  and  reduce 
the  width  "  is  not  si^fficiently  ej^pressed  by  the  terms  "  to  regu- 
late "  in  the  title  of  the  act,  it  is  plain  that  the  title  of  the  tax 
levy  of  1869  is  insufficient  to  indicate  a  design  on  the  part 
*  of  the  legislature  to  change  or  alter  the  general  municip^ 
powers  of  the  defendants. 

If,  however,  any  doubt  could  still  exist,  the  same  is  removed 
by  the  recent  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Hvjber  agt. 
The  People  (44  Hov).^  375),  which,  in,  my  opinion,  is  deci^ive 
pn  this  point. 

In  that  case  the  question  before  the  court  was  the.  consti- 
tutionality of  a  section  of  the  tax  levy  of  1870,  the  title  of 
which  is  almost  word  for  word  like  that  of  the  tax  levy  of 
1869 ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  forty-ninth  section,  by  which 
the  legislature  designed  to  reorganize  the  court  of  special  ses- 
sions^ ol  this  city,  is  unconstitutional  and  void.  Judge  Allen, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  l^t  resort,  says : 
The  title  of  the  act  does  not  indicate  an  intent  to  change  the 
forms  or  alteif  the  character  of  the  city  government  in  any 
way,  or  to  arriend  the  cha/rter^  when  the  legislature  intends 
that  the  title  expresses  the  intent  and  characterise^  the  act 
(/S^  laws  qf  1870,  chap.  137 ;  Ioajos  of  1871,  chaps.  573,  574). 
To  provide,  is  to  procure  beforehaqd  for  future  use^  to  furnish, 
to  supply,  to.  procure  supplies,  or  means  of  def(Nise;  ai\d  to 
make  provision  is  to  provide  means  or  supplies,  *  *  * 
yrpyision  i^  made  for  the  goverrMneut,  by  placing  at  its  dis- 
posal the  ways  ^d  means  for  the  payment  of  its  officers  and 
its  necessary  e2;piense9^ 
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It  would  do  violence  to  language  to  hold,  that  an  act  to 
make  provision  for  the  city  government  was  an  act  to  create, 
to  reorganize,  or  to  change  the  government  or  its  organic  law 
in  any  respect. 

As  to  the  point  made  by  the  defendants*  counsel,  that  the 
plaintiff  cannot  be  allowed  to  take  judgment  in  the  absence 
of  proof  that  there  is  money  in  the  city  treasury  applicable  to 
the  payment  of  his  claim,  I  think  that  the  court  can  order 
judgment  in  his  favor,  if  he  is  otherwise  entitled  to  the  same, 
without  requiring  him  to  furnish  such  proof. 

It  is  true  the  act  of  1866  provides  that  "  no  judgment  in  an 
action  upon  contract  shall  be  entered,  by  default  or  otherwise, 
in  any  court  against  said  corporation,  except  upon  proofs  in 
open  court  that  the  amount  sought  to  be  recovered  in  said 
judgment  still  remains  unexpended  in  the  city  treasury  to  the 
credit  of  the  appropriation  to  the  specific  object  or  purpose  upon 
which  the  claim  sued  for  is  foimded  "  {Laws  of  1866,  chap,  876, 
§  10) ;  and  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court,  in  the  case  of 
The  Tribune  Association  agt.  The  Mayor,  etc.  (48  Barb.,  240), 
held  that  this  provision  must  be  complied  with  and  the  requi- 
site evidence  furnished,  before  a  party  can  obtain  a  judgment 
against  the  city. 

But  a  careful  examination  of  the  entire  tenth  section,  and 
also  of  the  other  provisions  of  the  act,  will  show  that  this 
prohibition  in  respect  to  the  entry  of  judgments  against  the 
defendants  was  intended  by  the  legislature  to  be  limited  to 
the  year  in  which  the  act  was  passed,  and  relates  only  to  the 
appropriations  made  by  that  act  for  the  expenditures  and  lia- 
bilities of  that  particular  year. 

A  similar  view  of  this  provision  was  taken  by  judge  Fan- 
OHER,  of  the  supreme  court,  in  a  well  considered  opinion 
recently  delivered  by  him,  in  the  case  of  Quinn  agt.  The 
Mayor,  etc.  (44  How.,  supra). 

It  is  worthy  of  remark,  that  the  construction  above  given  is 
further  con^rmed  by  the  fact  that  by  the  sixth  section  of  a  like 
act,  passed  in  the  following  year  {Laws  of  1867,  chap.  586,  § 
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6),  the  necessity  of  furnishing  such  proof,  before  judgment 
can  be  entered  against  the  defendants,  is  in  express  terms 
restricted  to  judgments  in  actions  upon  contracts  made  in  the 
year  1866. 

It  is,  therefore,  clear  to  my  mind,  that  upon  the  proofs  in 
this  case  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  as  claimed  by 
him,  with  costs. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

The  Akebioan  Bible  Sooi&tt  agt.  Sabah  Staek  and  others. 

TTnder  the  Code  there  is  no  necessity  of  s  emt-dill  in  an;  case  unless  it  is  to 

bring  in  other  parties. 

The  testator,  William  Qraj,  died  In  the  cltj  of  New  York  in  the  year 

1858,  leaving  him  surviring  his  widow,  Sarali  Gray,  and  his  two  sons, 

Henry  M.  Gray  and  Williftm  M.   Gray,  his  only  beirs-al-law.     By  his 

will  lie  made  his  widow  the  executrix,  and  gave  to  her  all  his  estate,  to 

be  used  and  enjoyed  by  ber  dnring  bei  natural  life,  or  so  long  as  she 

remained  bia  widow. 

The  will  also  contained  a  proviaion  that  "  slionld  my  widow  marry  again 

she  will  be  entitled  to  and  receive  from  my  estate,  should  she  demand 

It,  $8,000,     *    *    •    the  possession  and  management  of  tlie  eslate  at 

her  second  marriage  Co  pass  from  her  bands  and  to  be  transferred  to  my 

sons,  subject  to  the  fallowing  restrictions: 

"  1,  The  principal  to  remain  entire  until  my  son,  William  M.,  shall  haye 

reached  the  age  of  forty  years,  which  will  be  in  February,  1868.   •   •  • 

Should  both  my  aons  die  before  their  mother,  leaving  no  children,  then 

at  her  death  the  estate  sbull  be  sold  and  tbe  proceeds  divided  into  two 

equal  parts,  tbe  one-half  to  my  widow,  to  be  distributed  as  she  may  have 

by  will  directed,  tbe  other  halt  to  be  stiared  equally  by  the  American 

Bible  Society  and  by  the  American  Colonization  Sodety." 

The  testator  died  sdzed  of  the  premiaee  known  as  numbers  101  and  103 

West  Eleventh  street,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  of  personal  pro- 

7.    The  latter  was  sold  by  the  executrix  and  converted  into  money. 

M.  Gray  died  September  21, 1663,  unnuuried  and  without  issue,  and 

ing  a  will  whereby  he  gave  all  bis  property  to  his  brother,  William 

Iray. 

m  H.  Gray  died  in  October,  1809,  unmarried  and  without  issue, 
ing  his  last  will,  which  was  proved  as  a  will  of  real  and  personal 
«.    The  executor  thereof  and  the  devisees  thereunder  Are  parties  to 

Gray  died  October  21,  1871,  leaving  her  will,  which  was  duly 
'ed  and  letters  teetamenUtry  issued  thereon  to  the  defendant,  Sarah 
k,  and  John  Crollus. 
:be  death  of  her  sons,  Sarah  Gray  by  deed  dated  May  17, 1870,  for  a 
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nominal  consideration,  conveyed  all  her  right,  title  and  interest  of,  in 
and  to  the  premises  103  West  Eleventh  street  to  Sarah  Stark. 

There  was  no  executor,  trustee  or  other  person  in  life,  having  power  to 
sell  the  said  lands  in  pursuance  of  the  will  of  William  Gray. 

The  questions  involved  in  the  construction  of  the  will  are,  1st  Could  the 
absolute  power  of  alienation,  under  the  provisions  of  this  will,  possibly 
be  suspended  for  more  than  two  lives  in  being?  2d.  What  interest,  if 
any,  did  Sarah  Stark  take  under  the  deed  from  Sarah  Gray  to  her  of 
the  premises  108  West  Eleventh  street? 

Hdd,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  provide  that  in  case  Sarah 
Gray  remarried  and  William  M.  Gray  lived  until  he  was  forty  years  of 
age,  the  estate  should  not  be  sold  until  he  should  arrive  at  that  age ; 
that  the  limitation  was  only  intended  to  apply  in  case  William  M.  Gray 
attained  the  age  of  forty  yeara  Such  a  limitation  would  not  be  within 
the  prohibition  of  the  statute.  If  it  had  been  intended  that  the  limita- 
tion should  extend  to  February,  1866  (which  would  be  within  the  sta- 
tute), there  would  have  been  no  mention  made  of  the  age  of  William  M. 
Gray. 

On  the  death  of  the  two  sons  without  issue,  before  their  mother,  then  at 
her  death  the  will  provides  that  **  the  estate  shall  be  sold  and  the  pro- 
ceeds divided  into  two  equal  parts,  the  one-half  to  my  widow,  to  be  dis- 
tributed as  she  may  have  by  will  directed,  the  other  half  to  be  shared 
equally  by  the  American  Bible  Society  and  by  the  American  Coloniza- 
tion Society." 

Etid,  that  there  was  no  question  but  that  the  two  societies  have  the  right 
to  claim  that  the  estate  shall  be  sold,  and  that  they  are  entitled  to  receive 
one  equal  half  port  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale. 

Mrs.  Gray,  upon  the  death  of  her  two  sons  without  issue,  had,  by  the  will, 
conferred  upon  her,  she  being  a  tenant  for  life,  a  general  and  beneficial 
power  to  devise  the  inheritance,  and  thus  was  brought  directly  within  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  giving  her  an  absolute  power  of  disposition  of 
one  undivided  half  of  the  estate.  This  absol  ute  power  of  disposition  being 
unaccompanied  by  any  trust,  and  no  remainder  being  limited  upon  her 
estate,  being  grantee  of  the  power,  she  by  the  statute  became  entitled  to 
an  absolute  fee  in  the  one  undivided  half  of  the  estate.  Thus  entitled, 
she  made  a  conveyance,  by  which  she  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  Sarah 
Stark,  in  fee,  the  house  number  108  West  Eleventh  street 

But  Mrs.  Gray's  interest  in  the  estate  was  an  undivided  interest,  and  she 
could  not  partition  the  estate  of  her  own  will  Therefore  all  she  could 
convey  was  such  undivided  interest,  and  in  attempting  to  convey  to 
Sarah  Stark  the  whole  interest,  she  conveyed  more  than  she  had.  But 
her  conveyance  was  not  for  that  reason  void,  bat  carried  all  she  had  a 
right  to  convey,  one  equal  undivided  half  interest,  the  title  to  which 
became  vested  in  Sarah  Stark. 

VOL.XLV  21 
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Under  the  will  of  Sarah  Gray  the  two  above  named  societies  became  enti- 
tled to  claim  from  her  estate  the  amoimt  of  the  bequest  to  them,  being 
$1,489.06  to  each. 

It  was,  therefore,  ordered  and  directed  that  the  real  estate  in  question  be 
sold  in  separate  parcels  by  a  referee  and  out  of  the  proceeds  should  be 
paid  certain  expenses  and  costs. 

The  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  number  103  West  Eleventh  street  to  be  paid 
by  the  referee,  one-half  to  Sarah  Stark,  one-quarter  each  to  the  two 
societies.  The  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  number  101  to  be  paid,  one- 
quarter  each  to  the  two  societies,  and  the  remaining  one-half  to  be  paid 
into  court  to  await  the  further  order  of  the  court. 

Nem  York  Special  Term^  Februa/ry,  1873. 

In  the  year  1858  one  William  Gray,  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  died,  leaving  him  surviving  his  widow  Sarah  Gray, 
and  his  two  sons,  Henry  M.  Gray  and  William  M.  Gray,  his 
only  heirs-at-law ;  and  also  leaving  his  will,  which  was  duly 
proved  as  a  will  of  real  and  personal  estate.  Letters  testa- 
mentary thereon  had  been  duly  issued  to  said  Sarah  Gray. 

The  wUl  gave  to  the  testator's  widow  all  his  estate,  to  be 
used  and  enjoyed  by  her  for  her  support  and  comfort  during 
her  natural  life,  or  as  long  as  she  remained  his  widow,  with  a 
provision  that,  from  the  income  of  said  estate,  his  son,  Wil- 
liam M.  Gray,  should  receive  a  certain  sum  for  his  support. 

"  Should  my  son,  Henry  M.  Gray,  not  need  aid,  then  of 
the  whole  amount  which  the  said  William  M.  shall  have 
received  from  the  time  of  my  decease  until  that  of  his  mother, 
one-half  shall  be  paid  to  the  said  Henry  M.  at  the  settlement 
of  the  estate."  *********  "Should  my 
widow  marry  again  she  will  be  entitled  to  and  receive  from 
my  estate,  should  she  demand  it,  $3,000."  *  *  *  * 
"  The  possession  and  management  of  the  estate  at  her  second 
marriage  to  pass  from  her  hands  and  to  be  transferred  to  my 
sons,  subject  to  the  following  restrictions :  1.  The  principal 
to  remain  entire  until  my  son,  William  M.,  shall  have  reached 
the  age  of  forty  years,  which  will  be  in  February,  1866." 
*  *  *  *  "Should  both  my  sons  die  before  their  mother, 
leaving  no  children,  then  at  her  death  the  estate  shall  be  sold 
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and  the  proceeds  divided  into  two  equal  parts — the  one-half 
to  my  widow,  to  be  distributed  as  she  may  have  by  will 
directed,  the  other  half  to  be  shared  equally  by  the  American 
Bible  Society  and  by  the  American  Colonization  Society." 

Said  William  Gray  had,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  certain 
personal  estate,  all  of  which  came  to  the  hands  of  Sarah 
Gray,  as  his  executrix,  and  was  by  her  sold  and  converted 
into  money ;  and  the  said  William  Gray  died  seized  of  the 
premises  known  as  Nos.  101  and  103  West  Eleventh  street,  in 
the^ty  of  New  York. 

Henry  M.  Gray  died  September  21,  1863,  unmarried  and 
without  issue,  and  leaving  a  will  whereby  he  gave  all  his 
property  to  his  brother,  William  M.  Gray. 

William  M.  Gjay  died  in  October  or  November,  1869, 
unmarried  and  without  issue,  leaving  his  last  will,  which  was 
duly  proved  as  a  will  of  real  and  personal  estate.  The  exe- 
cutor thereof  and  the  devisees  thereunder  are  parties  to  this 
action. 

Said  Sarah  Gray  died  October  21, 1871,  leaving  her  will, 
which  was  duly  admitted  to  probate,  and  letters  testamentary 
thereon  were  issued  to  the  defendants,  Sarah  Stark  and  John 
Crolius. 

After  the  death  of  her  said  sons,  the  said  Sarah  Gray,  by 
deed  dated  May  17,  1670,  for  a  nominal  consideration,  con- 
veyed all  her  right,  title  and  interest  of,  in  and  to  the  pre- 
mises known  as  No.  103  West  Eleventh  street  to  Sarah  Stark. 

There  was  no  executor,  trustee  or  other  person  in  life, 
having  power  to  sell  the  said  lands  in  pursuance  of  the  will 
of  William  Gray, 

John  Crolius,  one  of  the  defendants,  commenced  a  so-called 
cross-action  against  the  American  Bible  Society,  the  Ameri- 
can Colonization  Society  and  Sarah  Stark ;  and  his  complaint 
therein  set  forth  substantially  the  same  matters  alleged  in  his 
answer  in  the  first  suit,  including  the  charge  that  the  deed 
to  Sarah  Stark  was  fraudulently  obtained  and  void,  and  also 
prayed  for  and  insisted  upon  the  appointment  of  a  trustee  to 
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execute  the  unexecuted  provision   of  the  will  of   William 
Gray,  deceased. 

Chables    Edward    Tbaoy,  for  ike   American   Bible 
.    Society. 

HoMEB  A.  Nelson,  for  Sarah  Stark. 
Henry  Whittaker,  for  John  Crdius. 
Ely  &  Smith,  for  executor  of  W.  M.  Gray. 
Anderson  &  Young,  for  devisee  of  W.  M.  Gray. 
Alfred    L.     Edwards,   for   American    Coloni^ion 
Society. 

Van  Brunt,  J. — Under  the  Code  I  am  unable  to  see  the 
necessity  of  a  cross-bill  in  any  case,  unless  it  is  to  bring  in 
other  parties.  Where  all  the  parties  are  before  the  court,  a 
defendant  may  set  up  all  his  claims  which  are  embraced 
within  the  issue  presented  by  the  complaint  and  obtain 
afBrmative  relief,  not  only  against  the  plaintiff  but  against  a 
codefendant  {Code,  §  274).  The  cross-bill  in  this  case  seems, 
therefore,  to  be  entirely  unnecessary,  and  should  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

The  questions  which  are  involved  in  the  construction  of 
the  will  of  William  Gray  seem  to  be  these. 

1.  Could  the  absolute  power  of  alienation,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  will,  possibly  be  suspended  for  more  than  two 
lives  in  heing  f 

2.  What  interest,  if  any,  did  Sarah  Stark  take  under  the 
deed  from  Sarah  Gray  to  her  of  premises  103  West  Eleventh 
street  ? 

It  is  claimed  that  the  power  of  alienation  was  suspended 
for  more  than  two  lives  in  being,  because  the  will  provided 
that  in  case  Sarah  Gray  remarried  the  management  and  pos- 
session of  the  estate  should  be  transferred  to  his  sons,  but 
upon  condition  that  the  principal  should  remain  entire  until 
his  son,  William  M.,  should' arrive  at  the  age  of  forty  years, 
which  would  be  in  February,  1866.     There  is  no  doubt  that 
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if  this  provision  is  to  be  construed  as  in  any  event  preventing 
alienation  before  February,  1866,  it  is  within  the  prohibition 
of  the  statute,  because  it  might  possibly  extend  beyond  two 
lives  in  being.  The  remarriage  of  Sarah  Gray  and  death  of 
William  M.  Gray  before  February,  1866,  would  not  relieve 
the  estate  from  the  condition.  But  I  do  not  think  that  this 
was  the  intention  of  the  testator.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  testator  to  provide  that,  in  case  Sarah 
Gray  remarried  and  William  M.  Gray  lived  until  he  was 
forty  years  of  age,  the  estate  should  not  be  sold  until  he  should 
arrive  at  that  age ;  such  a  limitation  would  not  be  within  the 
prohibition  of  the  statute. 

That  the  limitation  was  only  intended  to  apply  in  case 
William  M.  Gray  attained  the  age  of  forty  years,  would  seem 
to  be  evidenced  by  the  fact  of  his  connecting  the  limitation 
with  the  life  of  *William  M.  Gray.  If  it  had  been  intended 
that  the  limitation  should  extend  to  February,  1866,  whetlier 
William  M.  Gray  lived  or  died,  I  do  not  think  that  any  men- 
tion would  have  been  made  of  the  age  of  William  M.  Gray. 
If  the  words,  "  if  he  shall  so  long  live,"  were  inserted,  it 
would  relieve  the  sentence  of  all  ambiguity,  and  it  is  the 
most  natural  interpretation  to  put  upon  this  limitation  that 
such  was  the  intention  of  the  testator. 

Sarah  Gray  did  not  remarry,  and  survived  both  her  sons, 
who  died  leaving  no  issue.  The  estate  then  became  subject 
to  the  following  provision  of  the  will  of  William  Gray : 
"  Should  both  my  sons  die  before  their  mother,  leaving  no 
children,  then  at  her  death  the  estate  shall  be  sold  and  the  pro- 
ceeds divided  into  two  equal  parts,  the  one-half  to  my  widow, 
to  be  distributed  as  she  may  have  by  will  directed ;  the  other 
half  to  be  shared  equally  by  the  American  Bible  Society  and 
by  the  American  Colonization  Society." 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  two  societies  have 
the  right  to  claim  that  the  estate  shall  be  sold,  and  that  they 
are  entitled  to  receive  one  equal  half  part  of  the  proceeds  of 
such  sale. 
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The  main  question  to  consider  is,  what  interest,  if  any,  did 
Sarah  Stark  take  by  virtue  of  the  deed  from  Mrs.  Gray  to 
her  of  premises  103  West  Eleventh  street  ? 

It  will  be  observed  that  upon  the  death  of  the  two  sons  of 
William  Gray  without  issue,  the  condition  of  the  estate  was 
simply  this:  Sarah  Gray  was  tenant  for  life  in  the  whole 
estate,  having  a  general  beneficial  power  to  devise  one  undi- 
vided half  thereof. 

Section  77  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  relating  to  powers,  defines 
a  power  to  be  general  where  it  authorizes  the  alienation  in 
fee  by  means  of  a  conveyance,  will  or  charge  of  the  lands 
embraced  in  the  power  to  any  alienee  whatever ;  and  section 
79  declares  a  general  power  to  be  beneficial  when  no  other 
person  than  the  grantee  has,  by  the  terms  of  its  creation,  any 
interest  in  its  execution. 

The  power  of  Sarah  Gray,  therefore,  after  the  death  of  her 
sons  without  issue,  to  dispose  of  by  will  one-half  of  the  said 
estate,  was  a  general  beneficial  power,  she  having  the  power 
to  devise  in  fee  to  any  peVson  whatever,  and  no  person  but 
the  grantee  having  any  interest  in  the  execution  of  the  power. 

Section  81  provides  that  where  an  absolute  power  of  dispo- 
sition, not  accompanied  by  any  trust,  shall  be  given  to  the 
owner  of  a  particular  estate  for  life  or  years,  such  estate  shall 
be  changed  into  a  fee,  &c. 

Section  83  provides  that  in  all  cases  where  such  power  of 
disposition  is  given  and  no  remainder  is  limited  upon  the 
estate  of  the  grantee  of  the  power,  such  grantee  shall  be  enti- 
tled to  an  absolute  fee. 

Section  84.  Where  a  general  and  beneficial  power  to  devise 
the  inheritance  shall  be  given  to  a  tenant  for  life  or  years, 
such  tenant  shall  be  deemed  to  possess  an  absolute  power  of 
disposition  within  the  meaning  and  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  preceding  sections. 

Mrs,  Gray,  upon  the  death  of  her  two  sons  without  issue, 
had,  by  the  clause  of  this  will  above  quoted,  conferred  upon 
her,  she  being  a  tenant  for  life,  a  general  and  beneficial  power 
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to  devise  the  inheritance,  and  thus  was  brought  directly 
within  the  provisions  of  section  84,  giving  her  an  absolute 
power  of  disposition  of  one  undivided  half  of  the  estate. 
This  absolute  power  of  disposition^  being  unaccompanied  by 
any  trust,  and  no  remainder  being  limited  upon  the  estate  of 
Mrs.  Gray,  the  grantee  of  the  power,  slie,  by  section  83, 
•  became  entitled  to  an  absolute  fee  in  the  one  undivided  half 
of  the  estate.  Mrs.  Gray  being  thus  entitled  to  an  absolute 
fee  in  one  equal  undivided  half  of  this  estate,  which  consisted 
of  the  houses  and  lots  Nos.  101  and  103  West  Eleventh  street, 
New  York  city,  made  a  conveyance  by  which  she  conveyed 
to  the  defendant,  Sarah  Stark,  in  fee,  the  house  No.  103  West 
Eleventh  street. 

It  is  claimed  by  Sarah  Stark  that  she  thereby  became  enti- 
tled to  these  premises  103  West  Eleventh  street,  they  being 
one-half  of  the  estate  of  which  Mrs.  Gray  by  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  had  an  absolute  fee. 

But  this  claim  cannot  be  allowed,  because  Mrs.  Gray's 
interest  in  the  estate  was  an  undivided  interest,  and  she  could 
not  partition  the  estate  of  her  own  will,  she  taking  one  por- 
tion as  her  half.  The  other  beneficiaries  under  the  will  have 
the  right  to  be  heard  upon  that  question,  nor  could  their 
rights  in  this  property  be  in  anywise  changed  or  abridged  by 
any  act  of  Sarah  Gray.  Her  absolute  interest  was  an  undi- 
vided interest  in  the  whole  estate,  and  all  she  could  convey  was 
such  undivided  interest,  and  in  attempting  to  convey  to  Sarah 
Stark  this  whole  Interest  she  conveyed  more  than  she  had. 
But  her  conveyance  was  not  for  that  reason  void,  but  carried 
all  that  she  had  a  right  to  convoy :  one  equal  undivided  half 
interest  in  103  West  Eleventh  street,  the  title  to  which 
became  vested  in  Sarah  Stark  by  the  conveyance  from  Sarah 
Gray. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  estate  of  Henry  M.  Gray 
has  a  claim  upon  the  estate  of  William  Gray  for  an  amount 
equal  to  one-half  of  the  amount  paid  to  William  M.  Gray; 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  claim  of  Henry  M.  Gray  arose 
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only  on  the  death  of  his  mother,  and  he  b&ving  died. before 
she  did,  it  thereby  became  lost. 

Under  the  will  of  Sarah  Gray  the  two  above  named  socie- 
ties became  entitled  to  claim  from  her  estate  the  amount 
of  the  bequests  to  them,  being  $1,489.06  to  each. 

The  real  estate  in  qneetion  should,  therefore,  be  sold  in 
separate  parcels  by  a  referee,  to  be  appointed  by  this  conrt. 
Ont  of  the  proceeds  should  be  paid,  first,  the  expenses  of 
said  sale  and  the  referee's  fees ;  and,  secondly,  the  coBts  of  the 
parties  to  this  action. 

The  houses  No.  101  and  103  "West  Eleventh  street  being 
sold  separately,  the  above  charges  should  be  divided  between 
them. 

The  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  No.  103  West  Eleventh 
street  should  be  paid  by  said  referee  as  follows :  One-half  part 
thereof  to  Sarah  Stark ;  one-quarter  to  the  American  Bible 
Society,  the  remainder  to  the  American  Colonization  Society. 

The  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  No.  101  West  Eleventh 
street  ahonld  be  paid  by  said  referee  as  follows :  One-quarter 
to  the  American  Bible  Society ;  one-quarter  to  the  American 
Colonization  Society  ;  and  the  remaining  one-half  should  be 
paid  into  coprt,  to  await  the  further  order  of  the  court. 
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John  L.  Patterson  et  al.  ^ 

Where  it  is  allied  in  the  complaint  that  one  of  the  defendants,  a  railroad 
company,  issued  certain  bonds  for  the  sum  of  $1,000  each,  with  interest 
coupons  attached,  and  default  having  been  made  in  not  paying  the 
coupons  according  to  the  condition  of  said  bonds,  by  reason  of  which  the 
bonds  had  become  due  and  payable ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  owns  a  certain 
number  of  said  bonds  and  coupons  which  have  long  since  become  due 
and  payable,  shows  an  existing  obligation  to  pay  money,  a  default  in  its 
payment  and  a  right  of  action  for  its  recovery. 

And  where  it  was  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  P.,  one  of  the  individual 
defendants,  by  his  written  agreement,  promised  to  pay  the  debts  of  the 
said  company,  in  which  plaintifE^*  claim  was  included,  such  promise 
inured  to  the  benefit  of  the  creditors. 

The  promise  of  P.  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  company,  taken  in  connection 
with  the  allegation  that  he  (with  the  other  defendants)  fraudulently  con- 
spired to,  and  did,  misappropriate  the  funds  that  were  specifically 
charged  with  the  payment  thereof,  raises  such  a  presumption  of  liability 
on  his  part  as  to  justify  the  court  in  putting  him  to  his  defense  and 
establishes  the  plaintiff's  claims  to  equitable  relief.  Joint  demurrer 
to  complaint  overruled. 

General  Tcrm^  May  1873. 
W.  W.  MACFARLAND,yi>r  o/ppeUauL 

This  action  is  one  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity,  and  the 
relief  which  is  sought  would  have  been,  under  the  former 
practice,  the  subject  of  a  bill  in  chancery. 

The  action  has  for  its  object  to  subject  a  certain  amount 
of  bonds  and  scrip,  so  called,  of  the  state  of  South  Carolina, 
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to  a  supposed  lien,  which  the  plaintiff  imagines  that  he  pos- 
sesses. The  means  by  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  accomplish 
this  result  are  quite  novel  and  unknown  to  any  system  of 
practice,  either  at  law  or  in  equity ;  but  under  our  system  of 
pleading,  this  cannot  be  said  to  be  very  material ;  for  if  the 
pleader  has  stated  in  any  form,  however  inartificial  and  crude, 
facts  enough  to  entitle  him  to  some  kind  of  judicial  relief,  it 
is  perhaps  the  duty  of  the  court  to  overrule  a  general  demur- 
rer in  order  that  it  may  give  the  plaintiff  whatever  kind  of 
relief  upon  the  whole  case  he  appears  to  be  entitled  to. 

This  demurrer,  therefore,  is  not  directed  against  any  mere 
matters  of  form,  but  at  the  very  marrow  and  substance  of  the 
cause  of  action,  the  defendants  intending  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff  has  no  interest  whatever  in  the  bonds  or  scrip  which 
he  seeks  by  this  means  to  appropriate.  In  order  to  show 
this,  it  is  necessary  to  look  with  some  care  into  the  allegations 
of  the  complaint. 

In  doing  this,  we  find  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  a 
certain  number  of  bonds  of  the  Blue  Kidge  Railroad  Com- 
pany, the  payment  of  which  is  secured  by  the  usual  trust  deed 
or  mortgage.  The  plaintiff  says  he  is  informed  and  believes 
that  he  owns  of  those  bonds  seventy-six.  However  this  may 
be,  he  alleges  himself  to  be  a  creditor  of  this  corporation, 
whose  debt  is  represented  by  a  bond,  the  payment  of  which 
is  secured  by  a  mortgage  on  the  property  of  the  company. 

In  the  second  place,  the  plaintiff  says  that  the  legislature 
of  South  Carolina,  on  the  15th  day  of  September,  1868,  passed 
an  act.  By  the  first  section  of  this  act,  after  reciting  certain 
previous  legislation,  it  is  provided  that  the  guarantee  of  the 
state  shall  be  indorsed  upon  the  contracts  of  the  company  to 
the  extent  of  a  million  of  dollars,  "provided  that  so  much  of 
said  issue  as  may  be  necessary,  not  exceeding  $300,000,  shall 
be  applied  to  the  redemption  of  the  present  bonded  debt  of 
the  said  company ;"  and  by  the  second  section  of  the  same 
act,  the  state  undertakes  to  guarantee  the  bonds  of  the  com-, 
pany  to  the  additional  amount  of  $3,000,000.     In  connection 
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with  this  guarantee,  and  in  the  same  section,  there  is  a  very 
important  proviso :  "  And  that  as  soon  as  the  comptroller- 
general  shall  have  made  any  such  indorsement  on  any  such 
contract,  the  whole  estate,  property  and  funds  in  the  states 
of  South  Carolina,  Georgia,  North  Carolina  and  Tennessee, 
which  the  said  company  may  then  possess,  or  shall  afterward 
acquire,  shall  thenceforth  stand  pledged  and  mortgaged  to 
the  state,  without  any  further  act  or  deed  on  the  part  of  the 
company,  for  the  faithful  and  punctual  performance  on  the 
part  of  said  company  of  such  contract,  in  priority  and  prefer- 
ence of  any  other  debt  which  the  said  company  may  hereafter 
create  or  incur.  And  further  provided,  that  the  said  bonds, 
or  any  part  thereof,  shall  not  be  used,  unless  upon  the  express 
condition  that  upon  application  to  tlie  congress  of  the  United 
States,  or  to  private  capitalists,  the  amount  of  $3,000,000  in 
currency,  or  so  much  of  that  sum  as  may  be  necessary,  shall 
be  furnished  in  exchange  or  upon  the  security  of  said  bonds." 

In  respect  to  this  act  these  things  are  to  be  observed : 

First.  The  loan  of  the  state's  credit  to  this  corporation, 
except  to  the  extent  that  the  public  generally  might  be  bene- 
fited by  the  construction  of  its  line  of  railroad,  was  a  mere 
gratuity.  The  state  was  under  no  obligation  of  any  kind, 
legal  or  equitable,  to  this  corporation  or  its  creditors. 

Second.  That  the  guarantee,  provided  for  by  the  first  sec- 
tion of  the  act,  was  intended  to  carry  into  execution  an  old 
promise  of  the  state  to  aid  the  company  to  that  extent,  made 
as  long  ago  as  1854,  and  to  relieve  the  company  from  some 
onerous  obligations  assumed  in  connection  with  that  promise, 
the  performance  of  which  had  become  substantially  imprac- 
ticable. 

Third.  That  the  state  expressly  stipulates  for  a  statutory 
lien  upon  the  entire  property  of  the  company,  in  the  nature 
of  a  mortgage  lien,  as  an  indemnity  against  the  liability  so 
assumed. 

Fourth.  That  to  the  end  of  making  this  lien  a  better  indem- 
nity and  enhancing  its  value,  it  is  provided  that  so  much  of 
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the  said  issue  (doubtless  meaning  bonds  to  be  issued  by  the 
company,  although  the  idea  is  very  awkwardly  expressed),  as 
might  he  necessary,  not  exceeding  $300,000,  should  be 
applied  to  the  redemption  of  the  present  bonded  debt  of  the 
company.  The  complaint  then  goes  on  to  allege  the  passage 
of  a  subsequent  statute  by  the  legislature  of  South  Carolina, 
wherein  it  is  recited  to  be  advisable  to  call  in  and  cancel  the 
bonds  of  this  railroad  company  theretofore  issued  and  indorsed 
by  the  state.  By  the  second  section  the  treasurer  of  the  state 
is  authorized,  upon  the  surrender  of  the  $4,000,000  of  bonds 
as  aforesaid,  to  issue  to  the  company  $1,800,000  of  treasury 
certificates  of  indebtedness,  styled  revenue  bond  scrip,  and 
the  treasurer  is  authorized  to  deliver  such  scrip  proportion- 
ately as  bonds  are  delivered.  And  by  the  third  section  the 
treasurer  is  directed  to  have  printed  or  engraved  on  steel  the 
scrip  referred  to.  By  the  seventh  section  it  is  provided  that 
whenever  the  whole  number  of  the  said  guaranteed  bonds 
shall  have  been  delivered  to  the  treasurer  and  canceled,  as 
required  by  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  lien  of  the  state 
upon  the  property  of  the  railroad  company  should  be  extin- 
guished, and  that  the  lien  should  be  extinguished  propor. 
tionally  as  from  time  to  time  bonds  might  be  surrendered.  . 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  company  is  in  nowise  restricted 
in  respect  to  the  disposition  it  may  make  of  this  scrip ;  it  is 
an  absolute  donation  on  the  part  of  the  state,  made  upon  the 
condition  of  surrendering  bonds  indorsed  by  the  state,  and  it 
becomes  the  absolute  property  of  the  company,  available  for 
any  legitimate  use. 

After  reciting  this  law,  the  pleader  proceeds  with  various 
confused,  conflicting  and  scarcely  intelligible  allegations  about 
one  thing  and  another,  entirely  irrelevant  to  the  case,  alleg- 
ing, among  other  things,  that  the  scrip  is  unconstitutional ; 
that  no  part  of  the  original  $4,000,000  of  bonds  was  applied 
as  they  should  have  been  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiffs 
debt;  that  the  American  Bank  Note  Company  is  printing 
this  scrip ;  that  the  defendants  threaten  to  use  the  scrip  as 
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cash  without  paying  the  bonded  debt  of  the  company,  con- 
trary to  the  plaintifPs  rights;  that  the  issue  of  the  scrip 
increases  the  liability  and  indebtedness  of  the  oompany, 
"  without  realizing  anything  for  the  said  company,  and  with- 
out realizing  anything  wherewith  to  pay  the  bonded  debt, 
floating  debt  and  interest,  the  claims  of  the  plaintiff  included, 
and  will  cause  an  over  issue  of  said  obligations."  Of  course, 
no  one  can  be  expected  to  understand  what  this  means,  nor 
is  it  at  all  necessary  that  one  should ;  for  if  the  plaintiff  fails 
to  show  that  he  has  a  specific  lien  on  the  bonds  or  scrip,  he 
cannot  maintain  his  action  on  any  other  ground  stated.  The 
relief  prayed  for  need  not  be  particularly  noticed,  because, 
for  reasons  before  stated,  it  is  of  little  moment  whether  it  be 
right  or  wrong. 

I.  It  is,  of  course,  very  plain  that  this  action  is  brought 
upon  the  notion  of  enforcing  a  trust ;  the  theory  of  it  being 
that  the  company  became  a  trustee  for  the  plaintiff,  among 
others,  of  so  many  of  the  $4,000,000  of  bonds  as  might  be 
necessary  to  pay  his  debt,  and  that  they  could  not  be  diverted 
to  any  use  inconsistent  with  the  execution  of  this  trust.  And 
the  court  at  special  term  went  even  further  than  the  plaintiff 
goes  in  his  complaint,  and  held  that  the  scrip  issued  to  the 
company  was  to  be  regarded  as  having  been  substituted  for 
the  bonds,  and  held  subject  to  this  trust. 

n.  But  it  is  submitted  that  this  notion  is  entirely  errone- 
ous. This  was  a  transaction  evidenced  by  a  public  statute 
between  the  state  and  one  of  its  corporations  alone.  The 
state,  for  its  own  purposes,  saw  fit  to  extend  certain  aid  to 
the  corporation  upon  certain  terms  specified,  and  likewise,  for 
its  own  purposes,  it  gave  to  the  corporation  certain  directions 
in  the  premises.  The  state  owed  no  debt  to  the  corporation ; 
it  was  under  no  obligation  to  the  creditors  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  the  direction  to  the  corporation  to  satisfy  its  old 
bonded  debt  out  of  the  proceeds  to  the  aid  so  to  be  given, 
was  simply  for  the  benefit  of  the  state's  security  and  nothing 
else.    These  bonded  debt  creditors^  a  shifting  class,  changing 
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from  day  to  day,  were  not  parties  contracted  with  through 
the  instrumentality  of  this  corporation  as  their  agent ;  nor 
did  the  state  intend  to  constitute  it  a  trustee  for  them  in  the 
sense  in  which  that  term  is  ordinarily  used  in  jurisprudence. 
The  bonded  debt  was  referred  to  as  a  thing  contracted  about 
as  between  the  state  and  the  corporation,  a  thing  which  it 
was  deemed  desirable  to  get  rid  of  in  order  that  the  state 
might  have  a  clear  and  first  lien.  It  is  true  that  the  state 
could  not  as  against  bona  fide  holders-  of  these  railroad  bonds, 
indorsed  by  the  state,  if  they  had  been  put  in  circulation, 
have  repudiated  its  obligation  as  guarantor  without  the  gross- 
est bad  faith ;  but  down  to  this  point  it  was  entirely  proper 
that  the  state  should  make  any  change  in  its  relation  with 
the  railroad  company  in  respect  to  these  bonds  that  it  saw  fit. 

III.  There  are  certain  considerations  which  make  it  very 
clear  that  it  was.  no  part  of  the  intention  involved  in  this 
legislation  to  benefit  these  bondholders  individually  or  as  a 
class.  Even  in  the  original  act  the  subject  of  these  bonds  is 
not  referred  to  except  in  connection  with  the  issue  of  the  first 
million  of  obligations;  and  no  scheme  is  devised  or  special 
directions  given  for  the  mode  of  applying  the  bonds  or  the 
proceeds  of  the  bonds  to.  the  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage 
bonds  in  question.  Moreover  the  bonds  were  not  to  be  sold 
at  all  or  used  for  any  purpose  unless  they  could  be  sold  at  a 
certain  rate  and  made  to  realize  a  certain  price ;  and  where 
they  were  sold  the  proceeds  were  left  absolutely  at  the  dispo- 
sition of  the  company,  which  was  directed  simply  as  to  the 
disposition  that  was  to  be  made  of  a  certain  portion  of  the 
proceeds.  It  is  doubtless  true  that  the  state,  if  it  had  deemed 
it  proper  to  do  so,  could  have  enforced  the  application  which 
it  had  directed  the  company  to  make ;  but  it  is  equally  true 
that  it  might  change  the  previous  direction  and  require  the 
corporation  to  make  an  entirely  different  application  of  the 
proceeds. 

It  is  not  to  be  forgotten  that  the  state  is  dealing  in  its 
political  capacity  with  a  public  enterprise ;  and  it  is  not  to  be 
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supposed  that  it  intended  to  come  under  any  obligation  to  a 
third  person  that  would  give  such  third  person  any  legal  or 
equitable  right  to  interfere  as  between  the  state  and  this  cor- 
poration in  any  of  their  dealings  with  each  other ;  but  laying 
aside,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  the  political  and  sovereign 
character  of  the  state,  and  considering  the  transaction  as  one 
not  lying  in  public  law,  but  resting  in  contract  between  two 
private  corporations,  we  shall  then,  by  following  certain  well 
settled  general  principles,  find  ourselves  led  to  the  same 
result. 

1.  If  two  persons,  for  a  valuable  consideration  as  between 
themselves,  contract  to  do  some  act  for  the  benefit  of  a  third 
person,  who  is  a  mere  stranger  to  the  consideration,  he  can- 
not enforce  the  covenant  as  against  the  two,  although  each 
one  might  enforce  it  as  against  the  other  {Story^a  Equity ^ 
§  973,  and  noteSy  §  1045,  and  particularh/  §  1196 ;  JRsUy  agt. 
RdbertSy  40  If.  JT.,  438;  HoUaway  agt.  Headvagton^  8 
SimonSy  325 ;  Scales  agt.  Maude^  6  De  OeXj  McNorUm  <& 
OordoTij  50;  Colyea/r  agt.  The  Countess  of  Mulgra/oe^  2 
Keenj  98 ;  Sutton  agt.  Chetwind^  3  Merwale^  252 :  Lam.e  agt. 
Husband^  14  Simons^  660;  Perry  on  Trusts^  §  96,  and 
cases  cited). 

2.  It  is  to  be  carefully  borne  in  mind  that  there  is  not  the 
least  analogy  between  the  case  at  bar  and  the  class  of  cases 
where  a  debtor  has  assigned  to  the  third  person  as  trustee  his 
property  generally,  or  any  particular  property,  for  payment 
of  his  debts.  There  is  no  doubt  that  in  such  a  case  the 
creditors,  upon  notice  and  acceptance  of  the  provision  made, 
might  enforce  the  trust  which  as  to  them  would  then  become 
irrevocable  {Cumberland  agt.  Codington^  3  Johnson  Ch,^  261 ; 
Shepherd  agt.  McEvers^  4  id.j  135 ;  NicoU  agt.  Mumford^ 
id.,  528). 

But  even  in  the  case  of  the  delivery  of  property  by  a 
debtor  with  instructions  to  pay  creditors,  these  instructions 
may  be  countermanded  and  revoked  at  any  time  before  notice 
to  and  acceptance  by  the  creditor  {Story* s  Equity,  §  1045 ; 
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td,y  §  1196,  partictdariy ;  Linton  agt.  Hyde^  2  Madd,^  94 
Priddy  agt.  lioae^  3  Mew,^  102 ;  Dearie  agt.  Hdll^  3  livss,^  1 
Leveredge  agt.  Cooper^  3  irf.,  30 ;  Pa^d  agt.  Broom^  4  irf.,  6 
Eanard  agt.  Zwc?  Lauderdale^  3  /Sm.,   1 ;  Leman  agt. 
Whitely,  4  i?tw«.,  427). 

And  in  this  case  there  was  no  action  whatever  on  the  part 
of  creditors ;  and  so  far  as  they  are  concerned,  the  subsequent 
legislation,  in  which  their  names  were  left  out,  might  as  well 
have  been  had  one  minute  after  the  first  act  as  one  year. 

3,  In  this  case  the  bondholders  are  the  merest  strangers 
possible  to  this  transaction,  and  to  any  consideration  upon 
which  it  is  based.  They  part  with  nothing,  they  do  nothing, 
they  are  merely  passive ;  and  so  far  as  they  are  mentioned, 
as  has  been  observed  already,  they  are  mentioned  in  connec- 
tion with  the  interest  of  third  parties  alone,  and  are  dealt 
with  merely  as  the  chessmen  by  two  players. 

It  is  an  elementary  principle,  that  may  be  usefully  referred 
to  here,  that  a  mere  gratuitous  gift  will  never  be  enforced 
{Story's  Equity,  §  9^3). 

And  if  this  was  anything,  it  was  a  mere  intended  gift  on 
the  part  of  the  state  to  the  corporation,  of  which  in  a  certain 
event  the  bondholders  might  have  become  to  a  certain  extent 
the  beneficiaries.  This  intention  the  state  revoked  by  a  sub- 
sequent act,  as  it  might  beyond  any  doubt  lawfully  do. 
Having  done  this,  an  end  was  at  once  put  to  all  relations, 
direct  or  indirect,  of  the  bondholders  in  question  with  trans- 
actions between  the  corporation  and  the  state.  In  the  subse- 
quent act  no  mention  whatever  is  made  of  the  bondholders. 
The  state  has  abandoned  its  idea  of  requiring  the  corporation 
to  appropriate  anything,  or  any  portion  of  anything,  it  may 
see  fit  to  give  it  to  the  payment  of  these  mortgage  debts.  It 
has  ceased  to  be  of  any  direct  interest  to  the  state  whether 
these  debts  are  paid  or  not,  inasmuch  as  the  state  has  aban- 
doned its  lien  upon  the  property  of  the  corporation.  The 
corporation  is  simply  required  to  return  these  $4,000,000 
bonds ;  and  thereupon  the  state  gives  the  corporation  so  mudi 
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circulating  scrip,  in  the  same  way  as  it  might  give  the  cor- 
poration so  much  land  or  anything  else,  and  it  gives  it  uncon- 
ditionally. It  is  charged  with  no  trust  and  no  duty,  the  cor- 
poration being  at  liberty  to  make  any  lawful  use  that  it 
pleases  of  the  property  thus  given  by  the  state.  To  neither 
of  these  transactions  are  these  bondholders  in  any  wise  a  party ; 
nor  have  they,  it  is  submitted,  any  right  to  question  the  pro- 
priety or  the  validity  of  what  has  been  done.  It  is  all  res 
inter  alios  acta^  and  no  right  of  action  on  the  part  of  the 
corporation  can  exist  in  the  premises. 

IV.  It  is  submitted  in  conclusion,  therefore,  that  this 
action,  based  as  it  is  upon  some  supposed  right  in  these  bond- 
holders, growing  out  of  the  legislation  in  question,  cannot  Be 
maintained,  and  the  demurrer  should  be  sustained. 

The  judge  below,  whose  opinions  are  always  entitled  to  be 
treated  with  very  great  respect,  was  misled  by  mistaking 
certain  doctrines  applicable  to  the  forms  of  action,  and  which 
are  of  no  consequence  under  the  Code  for  the  real  principles 
by  which  the  existence  of  the  cause  of  action  must  be  deter- 
mined. 

D.  M.  PoRTEB,  far  respondenL 

The  state  of  Soutii  Carolina  granted  the  Blue  Ridge  R.  R. 
Co.  the  right  to  issue  $4,000,000  of  bonds,  and  the  state 
gave  its  indorsement  on  all  of  the  bonds  upon  the  express 
condition  and  trust  ^Hhat  so  much  of  the  issue  as  may  be 

• 

necessary,  not  exceeding  $300,000,  shall  be  applied  to  the 
redemption  of  the  present  bonded  debt  of  the  said  company.'* 
The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  and  holder  of  about  $150,000  of 
the  last  named  bonded  debt,  including  overdue  coupons 
thereon.  In  other  words,  the  state  made  a  direct  gift  to  the 
plaintiff  through  the  railroad.  A^fkerward  the  railroad  com- 
pany, Patterson,  Cameron  and  Steers  entered  into  two  agree- 
ments, in  each  of  which  they  placed  the  bon^s  in  trust  to 
redeem  the  class  of  bonds  owned  by  the  plaintiff. 
Vol.  XLV  23 
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After  that  the  law  purporting  to  authorize  the  surrender  of 
$4,000,000  of  bonds  and  to  create  the  scrip  purports  to  have 
been  passed.  The  demurrants  entered  into  a  conspiracy  to, 
and  did,  misappropriate  all  of  the  bonds  and  scrip.  All  of 
which  bonds  and  scrip  were  and  are  pledged  to  pay  the  plain- 
tiffs hondsy  and  the  demurrants  are  now  chargeable  with  that 
trust,  and  they  took  the  same  with  knowledge  of  said  trust 
and  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  thereto. 

It  will  not  be  disputed  but  that  the  plaintiff  can  recover 
against  the  railroad  company,  and  has  a  good  cause  of  action 
against  it. 

The  demurrant,  Patterson,  for  a  valuable  consideration 
assumed  and  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  his  bonds  and  coupons 
and  claim. 

The  demurrer  is  a  joint  one  of  both  appellants. 

I.  The  grant  of  the  state  credit,  a  part  to  the  company  and 
a  part  to  the  then  present  bondholders  through  the  company, 
made  it  an  express  gift  to  the  plaintiff. 

And  the  demurrants  hold  the  bonds  and  scrip  as  trustees, 
inasmuch  as  the  act  and  the  contract  in  effect  so  declare 
{Tiffany  &  BuUanrd  on  TruatSj  105). 

II.  The  act  of  1872  names  the  act  of  1868  in  express  terms, 
and  states  which  bonds  ($4,000,000)  are  liable  for  the  debts 
of  said  raiboad  companies.  No  language  Qian  create  a  more 
express  trust  {Story* s  Equity  Jv/r.^  %  1039, 1041  to  1058).  Pat- 
terson knew  all  of  the  facts  and  became  bound  by  the  trust  (5 
All,  Digest,  278 ;  Tiffany  cfe  J?,  on  Trusts,  202 ;  Story's  Eq., 
%%  972, 1212  amd  1196 ;  Manuscript  opinion  hy  judge  J,  F. 
Daly  i/n  this  case). 

III.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  the  bonds  restored  in 
place  of  the  scrip  or  their  proceeds  {Colt  agt.  Lasnier,  9 
Cowen,  320).  The  plaintiff  can  maintain  this  action,  he  may 
enforce  the  trust  or  grant  under  the  statute  and  upon  the 
express  promise  to  pay,  either  at  law  or  in  equity  {Dingeldein 
a^.  Thi/rd  Aventce  Rail/roady  37  N.  JT.,  575 ;  Barker  agt. 
Bradley,  42  id.,  316 ;  Prentice  agt.  Wilkinson,  5  Ahh.,  N.  S., 
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49  Com.  Plem ;  Burr  agt.  Beers,  24  i\r.  Y.  178;  Lawrence 
agt.  I^oXy  20  id,,  268 ;  judge  I>aly's  opinion,  MS.  Demur- 
rants are  liable,  whether  the  party  paying  the  consideration 
was  liable  originally  or  not.  (Becker  agt.  Torrance,  31  i^. 
Y.,  631 ;  Secor  agt.  Zord,  3  Keyea,  525).  Good  upon  contract 
alone  {Connor  agt.  TTi^iaTTW,  2  jB^^.,  46 ;  JLi^m/vi  C,  Bank 
agt.  Leonard,  40  Ba/rh.,  119).  Is  good  upon  transfer  of  per- 
sonal property  {Seaman  agt.  Hasbrouclc,  35  Barb,,  151 ; 
Thorp  agt.  Keohuh  Coal  Co,,  47  irf.,  affirmed  court  app. 
January,  1872).  Demurrants  are  liable  in  equity  {Dingddein 
agt.  Third  Avenue  Railroad  Co,,  supra  ;  Van  Schaich  agt. 
Third  Avenue  Bail/road,  49  Ba/rh,,  409 ;  affirmed,  38  iT.  J"., 
346).  They  would  be  liable  if  deed  containing  promise  was 
intended  as  a  mortgage  {Ricard  agt.  Sanderson,  41  i\r.  Y,, 
179).  And  in  all  cases  if  a  trust  is  created  in  the  contract,  as 
in  this  case  {Oamsey  agt.  Rogers,  47  N.  Y,,  233). 

IV.  The  law  creating  the  scrip  is  void  under  both  the  con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  of  South 
Carolina,  and  has  been  so  declared  in  South  Carolina  {Mjanu- 
script  opinion  ly  judge  Willard).  This  gives  the  plaintiff 
a  right  to  have  his  portion  of  the  $4,000,000  bonds  or  their 
proceeds  restored. 

V.  The  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  of  the  raiboad  is  unques- 
tioned, and  the  demurrer  being  joint  was  properly  overruled 
{Stuyvesant  agt.  The  Mayor,  11  Paige,  415;  People  agt. 
Mayor,  28  Barh,,  240). 

VI.  The  order  overruling  the  demurrer  should  be  aflSrmed 
with  costs. 

By  the  Court,  Larremore,  J, — The  truth  of  the  facts  set 
forth  in  the  complaint  being  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  the 
only  question  to  be  decided  is  whether  a  cause  of  action  is 
clearly  established.  , 

It  is  alleged  that  the  Blue  Ridge  Railroad,  of  South  Caro- 
lina, on  April  7,  1854,  issued  certain  bpnds  for  the  sum  of 
$1,000  each  (with  interest  coupons  attached),  payable  Novem- 
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ber  1,  1883,  "or  until  default  made  in  the  payment  of  the 
coupons  or  any  of  them,  when  said  bonds  are  to  become 
due  and  payable  in  pursuance  of  an  instrument  executed 
simultaneously  therewith,  and  to  be  read  as  a  part  of  said 
bond,  which  default  has  occurred."  That  plaintiff  owns 
seventy-six  of  said  bonds  and  1,446  of  said  coupons,  which 
latter  have  long  since  accrued  and  are  unpaid. 

This  statement  shows  an  existing  obligation  to  pay  money, 
a  default  in  its  payment  and  a  right  of  action  for  its  recovery. 

It  is  also  alleged  that,  as  additional  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  said  indebtedness  (which  constituted  a  part  of  the 
bonded  debt  of  said  company),  the  legislature  of  South  Caro- 
lina, by  an  act  passed  September  15,  1868,  •  authorized  the 
issue  by  said  company  of  contracts  or  bonds  to  the  amount  of 
$4,000,000,  for  which  the  faith  and  funds  of  that  state  were 
pledged,  by  which  act  it  was  provided  that  so  much  of  the  first 
$1,000,000  of  said  issue  as  might  be  necessary  not  exceeding 
$300,000,  should  be  applied  to  the  redempti<jn  of  the  present 
bonded  debt  of  the  said  company ;  that  such  bonds  were  issued 
in  accordance  with  said  act,  and  that  all  persons  receiving 
the  same  took  and  received  them  xmder  the  obligation,  limita- 
tion and  trust  created  by  said  act,  and  with  full  knowledge 
thereof. 

It  is  then  averred  that  the  defendants,  Cameron,  Steers  and 
Patterson,  entered  into  a  written  agreement  for  the  purpose 
of  buying  the  stock  of  the  Blue  Ridge  Railroad  Company, 
and  therein  agreed  that  the  debts  of  said  company  (in  which 
plaintiff's  demand  was  included)  should  be  paid  by  them  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  said  bonds  and  the  assets  of  said  com- 
pany ;  that  the  time  to  perform  said  contract  has  elapsed,  and 
said  defendants  have  failed  in  its  performance. 

Plaintiff  then  alleges  that  said  defendants  and  said  company 
confederated  and  conspired  together  to  get  control  of  the  said 
$4,000,000  bonds,  and,  with  intent  to  cheat,  delay  and  defraud 
the  creditors  of  said  company,  did  pledge,  sell,  transfer  and 
convey  the  whole  thereof,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  said 
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act,  for  their  own  purpose  and  benefit,  and  without  paying 
the  bonded  debt  of  said  company  or  any  part  thereof,  and 
refused  and  still  refuse  to  appropriate  any  part  of  the  proceeds 
of  said  bonds  to  pay  plaintiif,  although  said  defendants  have 
realized  from  the  sale  of  said  bonds  over  $700,000  in  cash,  and 
that  they  have  misappropriated  the  same ;  that  by  a  recent 
act  of  the  legislature  of  said  state,  of  South  Carolina,  passed 
March  2,  187^,  it  was  provided  that  upon  the  surrender  of 
said  $4,000,000  bonds,  or  of  any  of  them,  revenue  scrip  bonds 
would  be  issued  by  said  state,  which  latter  have  been  issued 
to  said  defendants,  who  hold  and  are  disposing  of  the  same  in 
fraud  of  plaintiffs  rights. 

This  demurrer  is  interposed  in  behalf  of  the  defendants, 
The  Blue  Ridge  Railroad  Company  and  John  J.  Patterson. 
A  money  judgment  is  sought  against  each.  That  the  action  is 
well  brought  against  the  company  will  scarcely  be  questioned. 
Patterson,  by  his  written  agreement,  promised  to  pay  the* 
debts  of  said  company,  in  which  (as  is  alleged)  plaintiif' s 
daim  was  included ;  such  promise  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the 
creditors  {Lawrence  agt.  FoXy  20  N.  Y,,  268;  Burr  agt. 
Beersy  24  id.,  178 ;  Dmgddein  agt.  Third  Avenvs  R.  R.  Co,<, 
37  id.,  675;  Barket*  agt.  Bradley ^  42  id.,  316.;  Secor  agt. 
Lard^  3  Keys,  525). 

It  is  unnecessary  to  enter  into  an  extended  examination  of 
the  grounds  upon  which  plaintiff  relies  for  equitable  relief. 
The  promise  of  Patterson  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  company, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  allegation  that  he  (with  the " 
other  defendants)  fraudulently  conspired  to  and  did  misap- 
propriate the  funds  that  were  specifically  charged  with 
the  payment  thereof,  raise  such  a  presumption  of  liability 
on  his  part  as  to  justify  the  court  in  putting  him  to  his 
defense. 

I  think  the  demurrer  should  be  overruled,  and  the  order 
appealed  from  affirmed. 


182  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Brown  agt.  Elliott. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Hbbvet  Bkown  et  al.  agt.  James  Elliott. 

In  an  action  of  tort  for  defendant's  negligence,  testimony  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  tending  to  establish  contributory  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs,  whether  such  testimony  is  founded  on  a  voluntary 
agreement  by*  the  plaintiffs  or  otherwise,  is  admissible  under  a  general 
denial  in  the  answer. 

One  assuming  the  voluntary  performance  of  an  act  or  duty  for  another 
cannot  make  any  claim  for  malfeasance  or  neglect  in  respect  to  such 
matters  when  such  malfeasance  or  neglect  has  been  caused  by  him  or  to 
which  he  has  contributed. 

Where  the  court  allowed  witnesses  to  testify  to  the  amount  of  damages  the 
plaintiffs  sustained  occasioned  by  the  overflow  of  croton  water  on  their 
goods  by  making  general  and  gross  estimates  of  such  damages, — Hdd^ 
that  such  testimony  was  improper. 

And  where  plaintiffs  were  allowed  to  prove  and  recover  as  part  of  their 
damages  the  amount  of  injury  to  goods  in  their  store  owned  by  a 
co-occupant,  and  to  which  the  plaintiffs  had  neither  possession  nor  the 
right  of  possession, — Edd^  error. 

Oeneral  Terrrij  December^  1872. 
,    Before  Daly,  CK,  e/.,  Robinson  wnd  Labbemobe,  J  J, 

This  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  composed  the 
firm  and  did  business  under  the  name  of  Hervey  Brown,  for 
damages  resulting  from  an  overflow  of  croton  water  upon 
premises  No.  1^3  Duane  street,  city  of  New  York. 

The  plaintiffs  occupied  the  first  floor  and  basement,  and 
the  defendant  occupied  the  second  floor.  Upon  the  premises 
of  the  defendant,  under  the  stairs,  was  a  urinal,  over  which 
was  a  stop-cock.  This  stop-cock  was  left  open,  and  the  water 
rising  in  the  night  and  on  a  Sunday,  began  to  flow,  and  as  the 
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waste  pipe  was  stopped  by  the  leaf  of  a  segar,  the  water  over- 
flowed, and  ran  down  into  the  premises  of  the  plaintiffs. 

The  case  was  tried  before  Hon.  Chables  H.  Van  Brunt 
and  a  jnry,  and  a  verdict  was  rendered  in  fevor  of  the  plain- 
tiffs against  the  defendant  for  $5,000.  Judgment  was  entered 
upon  the  verdict  for  $5,626.05,  from  which  the  defendant 
appealed.  The  other  facts  will  be  found  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court. 

0.  Bainbkidge  Smtih,  of  counsel  for  the  defendcmt  cmd 
ajfpeUcmt 

I.  Evidence  that  the  plaintiffi'  negligence  contributed  to 
the  injury  sued  for  is  admissible  under  an  answer  containing 
a  general  denial,  and  the  court  erred  in  rejecting  the  testi- 
mony on  the  part  of  the  defendant  tending  to  prove  the 
plaintiffs'  negligence  {MoDonell  agt.  Buffv/tn^  31  How,^  154, 
Supreme  Courts  Oeneral  Term  Sth  dist. ;  Wall  agt.  The  Buf- 
falo Water-Works  Co.,  18  N.  Y.,  119;  ie?.,38  iV^.  Y.,  455; 
IrhdianapoUs  ds  Oin.  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  Rutherford,  29  Ind.,  82 ; 
Cunningham  agt  Lynes,  22  Wis.,  245 ;  Holden  agt.  Liver- 
pool Gas  Co.,  3  C.  B.,  1,  1846 ;  iS.  C,  3  Man.,  G.  <&  ScoU, 
54  E,  C.  L.  R.,  1,  and  oases  eited;  1  Saund.  PI.  and  £Jv., 
765,  and  cases  cited). 

1.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  founded  upon  the  principle^ 
that  not  only  the  defendant  must  be  guilty  of  negligence, 
but  the  facts  must  show  that  the  plaintiflfe  themselves  are  not 
chargeable  with  negligence  or  any  want  of  proper  care. 
Both  these  elements  are  essential  in  maintaining  an  action  of 
this  nature  {Beyo  agt.  If.  Y.  Central  R.  R.  Co.,  34  i\r.  Y., 
1 ;  WUds  agt.  The  Hudson  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  24  id.,  431 ;  Ddafidd 
agt.  Union  Ferry  Co.,  10  Bosw.,  216  ;  Mangam  agt.  Brooh- 
lyn  City  R.  R.  Co.,  36  Barb.,  230 ;  Wall  agt.  The  Buffalo  W. 

W.  Co.,  18  N.  Y.,  119;  McDoneU  agt.  Buffum,  31  How. 
Pr.  R.,  154,  162). 

2.  So  '^reasonable  or  probable  cause,"  in  an  action  of 
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malicious  prosecution,  being  a  part  of  the  plaintiffs'  cause  of 
action,  need  not  be  set  up  in  the  defendant's  answer  {Roat  agt. 
Harris^  12  Ahb.^  446 ;  Radde  agt.  Ruohbager^  3  Duer^  684 ; 
Bimpaon  agt.  MoArthv/r^  16  J. JJ.,  302 ;  Andrews  agt.  Bond^ 
16  Barb.,  633). 

3.  So  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  the  defendant  could 
always  show,  under  a  general  denial,  that  he  was  never 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  {Schermerhom  agt.  Van  Alien,  18 
Ba/rb.,  29,  31 ;  Andrews  agt.  Bond,  16  id.,  633). 

II.  The  court  erred  in  allowing  the  plaintiffs'  wit- 
nesses, some  of  whom  had  never  seen  the  goods  and  others 
who  did  not  know  their  value,  to  prove  the  amount  of  dam- 
ages sustained  by  the  plaintiffs  by  estimating  a  per  centage  on 
the  whole  amount.  This  was  a  mere  opinion,  and  such  testi- 
mony is  clearly  incompetent  {Moorehouse  agt.  MaMhews,  2 
iT.  Y.,  514 ;  Terperminy  agt.  Com  Exch.  Ins.  Co.,  43  id.,  410 ; 
Wehle  agt.  Ha/viland,  42  How.  Pr.  R.,  399 ;  Norman  agt. 
Wens,VlVfmd.,\^\). 

III.  The  court  erred  in  allowing  the  plaintiffs  to  recover 
for  damages  to  the  goods  belonging  to  F.  W.  Smith.  There 
was  in  no  aspect  of  the  case  a  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiffs  against  the  defendant  for  any  damage  to  these  goods. 
The  plaintiffs  had  neither  possession  of  or  any  interest  in 
them  {Smith  agt.  MUles,  1  Term  K.,  475).  The  judgment 
should  be  reversed. 

Maetin  &  Smifh,  attorneys. 

Aug.   F.   Smfph,    of  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs    and 
respondents 

I.  This  agreement  or  understanding,  or  usage  to  make 
out  an  agreement,  was  new  matter,  was  matter  of  defense, 
and  should  have  been  pleaded.  It  was  no  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' case  to  aver  that  no  such  agreement  or  understanding 
existed,  and,  as  it  was  not,  the  plaintiflfe  could  not  aver  any- 
thing about  it,  nor  prove  anything  about  it  as  a  part  of  their 
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case,  and  of  course  the  defendant  could  prove  nothing  about 
it  until  he  had  properly  set  it  up  in  his  answer.  The  case  of 
TcUmadge  agt.  The  Renas.  and  Sara.  R.  li.  Co.  was  just  such 
a  ease.  The  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  for  killing  his  cow. 
The  defendant  answered  an  agreement  to  build  a  fence  along 
the  road,  and  the  plaintiff  replied  the  statute  of  limitations 
(13  Barh,^  493).  This  was  correct  pleading.  The  Code  says 
that  the  answer  must  contain :  1.  A  denial  of  each  material 
allegation.  2.  A  statement  of  any  new  matter.  This  case  is 
within  the  letter  of  the  Code  {see  1  Chitty^a  Pleadings^  491 ; 
McEyring  agt.  Bull,  16  N.  F.,  299). 

In  other  forms  of  action,  as  in  trespass,  the.  defendant  had 
to  plead  specially  even  a  license  to  enter  upon  land  (16  Barh.j 
502). 

Under  the  Code  there  is  no  general  issue,  and  a  denial  puts 
in  issue  nothing  but  what  the  plaintiff  has  averred  {Texier 
agt.  Gauin,  6  Duer,  389,  392 ;  see  12  Bark,  573,  576). 

In  Beatty  agt.  Swartwout,  which  was  trover,  it  was  held 
that  a  license  to  take  the  property  could  not  be  proved  under 
a  simple  denial  (32  Barb.,  293 ;  see  also  Chaham  agt.  Har- 
rower,  18  Sow.  Pr.  R.,  144). 

In  Haight  agt.  Badgdey  it  was  held  that  in  trespass  a 
license  to  enter  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  must  be  pleaded 
(15  Barb.,  499  ;  see  also  Althouse  agt.  Rice,  4  E.  D.  Smithy 
347 ;  Squires  agt.  Seward,  16  How.  Pr.  R.,  478). 

II.  An  agreement,  from  the  inconvenience  or  hardship  of 
a  rule,  has  always  been  deemed  logical. 

In  this  case  the  defendant  pleaded  the  fact  that  there  was 
a  stop-cock  upon  the  plaintiffs'  premises,  by  which  they  could 
have  controlled  the  water;  but  doing  this  he  saw  fit  to  omit 
to  plead  the  agreement  or  understanding.  Of  course  the 
plaintiffs  were  misled,  and  lost  the  opportunity  to  preserve 
the  proofe  necessary  to  protect  themselves.  The  rules  of 
pleading  are  designed  to  apprise  parties  of  the  grounds  of  a 
complaint  or  a  defense. 

III.  The  defendant,  on  the  trial,  cited  and  relied  upon  the 
Vox.  XLV  24 
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case  of  MacDonneU  agt.  Bufftmi  (31  How.^  174).  In  that 
case  the  plaintiflE  was  a  trespasser  upon  the  fair  grounds  where 
the  defendant  was  an  exhibitor,  and  as  such  had  a  right  to  be. 
The  court  held  that  it  was  proper  for  the  defendant  to  show 
these  facts  under  a  general  denial. 
The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Courts  Eobinson,  «/. — This  action  was  brought  by 
plaintiffs,  who  were  tenants  occupying  the  first  story  and 
basement  of  a  store  in  this  city,  against  the  defendant,  the 
occupant  of  the  second  and  upper  stories,  for  injury  to  their 
goods,  occasioned  by  an  overflow  of  water  on  to  their  premises 
from  defendant's  premises,  occasioned,  as  is  alleged,  by  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  or  his  agents  or  servants,  whereby 
plaintiffs'  goods  were  damaged,  and  they  interrupted'  in  the 
enjoyment  of  their  premises  and  business,  and  put  to  expense 
in  removing  and  selling  the  damaged  goods. 

The  answer  denied  the  occurrence  of  any  such  accident  in 
the  manner  charged ;  and  alleged  that  if  any  damage  was 
caused  thereby  it  was  the  result  of  the  plaintiffs'  negligence. 
Italso  sets  up  that  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  had 
under  control  the  stop-cock  connecting  with  the  water  flow- 
ing on  to  defendant's  premises,  and  controlling  its  flow ;  and 
that  they  had  it  in  their  power  to  control  it  at  pleasure,  and 
to  prevent  its  flow  on  to  their  premises  from  those  of  the 
defendant ;  and  if  any  injury  was  caused  thereby,  it  was 
through  their  negligence  in  failing  to  make  use  of  the  stop- 
cock, or  in  failing  to  make  proper  use  thereof. 

The  evidence  adduced  at  the  trial  shows  plaintiffs  had  on 
their  premises  such  a  stop-cock,  entirely  controlling  the  flow 
of  water  upon  the  defendant's  premises;  that  on  the  m'ght 
of  the  accident  it  was  not  turned  so  as  to  cut  off  the  water 
from  its  upward  flow;  that  another  cock  on  defendant's 
premises  that  allowed  the  water  to  flow  into  and  pass  off 
through  an  urinal,  was  left  open  on  the  night  of  this  occur- 
rence, and  that  by  reason  of  the  accidental  stoppage  of  the 
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waste  holes  in  the  urinal  by  a  piece  of  segar,  the  water,  being 
left  running,  overflowed  the  urinal,  and  ran  down  on  to  and 
through  the  floor,  and  into  plaintiflfe'  premises  below,  occa- 
sioning the  injury  complained  of;  and  that  this  occurred 
during  the  night-time  when  all  the  parties,  as  was  customary, 
were  absent  from  the  premises.  The  evidence  established 
the  neglect  of  the  defendant  in  allowing  the  water-cock  on 
their  premises  to  remain  open,  and  the  flow  of  water 
through  the  urinal  to  be  obstructed  by  a  piece  of  segar,  as  the 
immediate  cause  of  the  injury. 

1.  The  matter  first  presented  for  consideration  upon  the 
exceptions  is  the  refusal  of  the  judge  to  admit  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  omitting  a  service  or  duty  which  it  was  claimed  they 
had  previously  assumed  and  ordinarily  performed  until  the 
night  of  the  accident,  in  stopping  off  the  flow  of  water  up  to 
defendant's  premises  by  the  stop-cock  on  their  premises.  The 
averment  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  plaintiffs'  failure  to 
use  these  means  of  avoiding  such  an  accident  is  set  up  in  the 
answer.  The  judge  appears  to  have  regarded  this  alleged 
assumption  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  as  matter  that 
ought  to  have  been  specially  pleaded;  and  ruled  that  the 
testimony  offered  as  to  plaintiffs'  negligence,  founded  on 
their  voluntary  agreement,  was  inadmissible.  Various  offers 
tending  to  establish  such  assumption  of  duty  were  made,  but 
rejected,  and,  in  my  opinion,  erroneously. 

In  an  action  of  tort  for  negligence,  evidence  that  the  acts 
or  omissions  of  the  plaintiflEs  contributed  to  the  injury,  is 
admissible  under  a  general  denial  that  the  injury  complained 
of  was  occasioned  by  the  defendant.  The  right  of  recovery 
depends  on  plaintiffs  establishing  (at  least  by  prima  facie 
proof)  that  he  in  no  respect  by  his  own  negligence  contri- 
buted to  the  injury,  but  that  it  was  occasioned  solely  by  the 
defendant's  acts  {Button  agt.  Hud,  B.  B.  B.  Co.^  18  If.  Y.^ 
248  ;  McDonnell  agt.  Buffum^  31  How,  Pr.  -ff.,  154 ;  Deyo 
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agt.  JSr.  T.  Cent  R.  R.  Co.,  84  N.  T.,  9 ;  Chiffin  agt.  Samey 
40  N.  r,,  34). 

Such  exemption  from  liability  was  equally  available  to  this 
defendant,  if  the  injury  complained  of  was  in  any  way  attri- 
butable to  plaintiffi'  neglect  in  turning  off  the  water  by  the 
main  stop-cock  on  their  own  premises,  whether  regarded  as 
a  primary  duty  arising  from  having  its  entire  control,  or  as 
one  they  had  gratuitously  assumed,  and  were  in  its  ordinary 
performance  for  the  accommodation  of  the  defendant  {Ed.  on 
Bail,  94).  One  assuming  the  voluntary  performance  of  an 
act  or  duty  for  another,  engages  for  such  skill  and  attention 
as  it  ordinarily  requires ;  and  if  it  be  in  respect  to  a  matter 
for  which  the  defendant  is  under  contract  or  obligation  with 
himself,  he  cannot  make  claim  for  any  malfeasance  or  neglect 
to  which  he  has  himself  been  a  party  or  contributed.  In  an 
action  of  tort  for  negligence  in  performance  of  such  duty,  the 
fact  that  plaintiff  contributed  to  the  injury  would  be  available 
under  a  general  denial  that  it  was  caused  by  the  defendant's 
neglect,  and  without  special  defense  of  such  secondary  inter- 
vention of  the  plaintiff  in  aid  of  the  primary  duty  or  obliga- 
tion the  defendant  had  assumed.  Such  a  general  denial  does 
not  confess  and  avoid  the  cause  of  action,  but  presents  the 
principal  fact  or  transaction  upon  which  an  action  for  negli- 
gence is  founded  as  evidence  that  the  injury  complained  of 
was  not  occasioned  solely  by  the  default  of  the  defendant 
and  without  plaintiff  having  in  any  way  contributed  to  it. 
Under  these  considerations,  if,  as  was  attempted  to  be  shown, 
the  plaintiffs  had  so  assumed  the  control  and  management  of 
the  flow  of  water  up  to  the  defendant's  premises  as  to  have 
relieved  the  defendant  from  vigilance  and  care  as  to  the  minor 
details  of  the  water-works  on  his  premises,  and  from  appre- 
hension of  any  such  accidental  injury  resulting  from  the 
water  being  left  running,  and  an  overflow  being  occasioned 
by  the  piece  of  segar  falling  into  the  urinal,  plaintiffs', 
omission  of  such  duty  constituted  a  fair  subject  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury  as  an  act  of  contributory  negligence, 
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and  the  eHdence  offered  ought  to  have  been  admitted 
{Rudolphy  agt.  Fuchs^  O.  T.,  Maroh^  1872 ;  5  AJi.  Law  «/"., 
201). 

2.  The  plaintiflfe  were  also  allowed,  under  objection  and 
exception,  to  introduce  proof  as  to  damages  the  goods  had 
sustained,  upon  general  and  gross  estimates  by  the  witness, 
made  without  examination  or  knowledge  of  their  kind  or 
quality,  or  of  the  particular  extent  of  injury  to  the  several 
articles,  in  respect  to  and  upon  which  such  estimates  were 
made.  The  plaintiff,  ELervey  Brown,  was  asked  (p.  28,  fol 
112): 

"  Q.  What  was  the  amount  of  damaged  goods  ? 

"  Objected  to.     Objection  overruled.      Defendant  excepts. 

"  A.  They  amounted  to  $29,964.82. 

"  Q.  l)id  you  examine  these  goods  so  that  you  are  able  to 
give  an  estimate  of  the  amount  of  damages  these  goods  suf- 
fered from  the  water! 

"  A.  I  did  not  go  into  a  minute  examination  of  them,  as 
far  as  that  goes;  because  the  variety  of  goods  was  so  great 
that  the  damage  on  some  would  be  less  and  others  a  great 
deal  more.  Some  of  these  goods  were  damaged  fifty  per  cent 
and  some  not  ten. 

"  Q.  What  per  cent  on  the  whole  would  be  a  fair  amount 
on  the  whole  to  compensate  for  the  loss  ? 

"  Objected  to.     Objection  overruled.     Defendant  excepts. 

"A.  I  should  think  near  twenty-five  per  cent." 

This  was  error.  He  was  not  shown  competent  to  speak  on 
the  subject  from  any  knowledge  or  examination  of  the  goods, 
or  the  extent  of  injury  each  particular  lot  had  sustained,  so  as 
to  enable  him  to  make  a  specification  of  the  injuries,  or  of  each 
item  constituting  the  gross  sum  or  per  centage  on  the  whole, 
to  which  he  was  permitted  to  testify.  (Terpennmg  agt.  Com 
Ec.  Bk.,  43  iT.  F.,  279 ;  WefUe  agt.  Hamiand,  42  How,, 
399). 

He  had  disclosed  his  ignorance  and  inability  to  give  legal 
evidence  on  the  subject ;  and  the  answer  to  the  last  question 
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could  lead  to  but  one  result,  to  place  himself  in  the  stead  of 
the  jury,  to  assess,  in  gross,  the  plaintiffs  damages.  {Decker 
agt.  Myersj  31  Raw.^  378). 

3.  The  plaintiff  were  permitted  to  prove  and  recover,  as 
part  of  their  damages,  the  amount  of  injury  to  goods  in  their 
store  belonging  to  a  co-occupant,  F.  W.  Smith,  who  did  busi- 
ness there  on  his  own  account.  They  neither  had  posses- 
sion nor  any  right  of  possession  of  these  goods,  and  the  charge, 
that  as  to  such  goods  the  defendant  was  bound  specifically  to 
set  up  in  his  answer  such  want  of  title  in  plaintiffs,  was  erro- 
neous. 

4.  There  are  some  other  errors  in  the  numerous  rulings 
of  the  judge,  to  which  exceptions  were  taken,  as  to  which  any 
particular  discussioQ  is  unnecessary,  as  the  foregoing  consid- 
erations are  controlling  in  principle,  and  afford  sufficient  direc- 
tion on  a  new  trial,  which  should  be  ordered,  with  costs  to 
abide  the  event. 
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N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

IsAAo  Edelmuth,  plaintiff  and  respondent,  agt.  Alexander 
MoGabben,  defendant  and  appellant. 

A  lease  of  a  store  which,  by  the  understanding  of  the  parties,  is  to  be  used 
and  is  used  for  the  sale  of  lottery  tickets,  is  void. 

General  Terta^  March^  1873. 
Before  Daly,  Ch. «/.,  Lobw  and  Eobinson,  JJ, 
Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  first  district  court,  entered 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  verdict  of  a  jury. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

A.  H.  EEAVT,/br  defendoM  and  appdlxmt, 
J.  B.  ^Tjii.ooK^  for  plamUff  amd  respondent. 

By  the  CovHj  Loew,  J. — The  plaintiff,  by  an  instrument 
in  writing,  leased  to  the  defendant  a  store  or  office  in  West 
Broadway,  in  this  city,  for  the  term  of  two  years  and  eleven 
months,  and  this  action  was  brought  by  him  to  recover  one 
month's  rent  under  that  lease. 

The  defense  interposed  by  the  defendant  was  that  the 
premises  were  let  and  hired  for  the  purpose  of  vending  or 
selling  lottery  policies  therein. 

On  the  trial  all  the  testimony,  by  which  it  was  sought  to 
show  that  at  the  time  when  the  agreement  for  the  letting  of 
these  premises  was  made  it  was  understood  between  the  par- 
ties that  they  were  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  was 
excluded  by  the  justice,  and  he  directed  the  jury  to  find  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  In  rejecting  this  evidence 
the  court  below  erred. 
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By  the  laws  of  this  state  the  carrying  on  or  conducting 
of  a  business  ft)r  the  sale  of  lottery  tickets  is  unlawful,  and 
every  contract  made  for  the  purpose  of  aiding,  assisting  or 
furthering  the  same  is  void. 

If,  therefore,  it  was  understood  between  the  parties,  at  the 
time  of  making  the  agreement  for  the  lease,  that  the  store  in 
question  should  be  used  and  occupied  by  the  defendant  as  a 
lottery  office,  and  that,  as  would  seem  from  the  latter' s  testi- 
mony, the  plaintiff  subsequently  fitted  the  same  up  with  the 
view  that  it  should  be  so  used  and  occupied,  then  the  lease 
was  void  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  under  it  (  Updike 
agt.  CampbeUy  4  E.  D.  Smithy  670). 

A  party  will  not  be  permitted  to  come  into  a  court  of  jus- 
tice and  invoke  its  aid  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  a  contract 
or  agreement  made  and  entered  into  by  him  in  regard  to  a 
transaction  expressly  prohibited  by  law. 

It  is  true  the  plaintiff  denied  that  hi  altered  or  fitted  up 
the  premises  for  the  object  indicated,  but  that  was  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury  to  determine.  The  judgment  should  be 
reversed. 

Daly,  Ch.  J.,  and  Robinson,  J.,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Alonzo  Bowen  agt.  Stephen  R.  Hitnteb. 

A  Justice  of  the  peace,  holding  a  court  of  special  sessionsi  has  Jurisdiction 
and  authority  to  punish  a  person  as  for  a  criminal  contempt  of  such  court, 
for  willfully  and  contemptuously  ref\ising  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  by  or 
before  such  court,  or  by  or  before  such  justice,  while  holding  such  court 
as  a  Justice  of  the  peace,  he  having  been  duly  subpoenaed  as  a  witness. 

Cotiriland  Circuity  April  18,  1873. 

Jtt^tice  Baloom  Presiding. 

AcrnoN  to  recover  damages  for  defendant  fining  and  com- 
mitting plaintiff  to  the  Cortland  county  jail  for  willfully  and 
contemptuouBly  refusing  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  by  and 
before  the  defendant,  while  as  a  justice  of  the  peace  he  was 
holding  a  court  of  special  sessions  for  the  trial  of  Frank 
May  bee  for  an  assault  and  battery  on  the  plaintiff,  who  was 
the  complainant  in  the  case  against  Maybee  in  the  court  of 
special  sessions. 

Plaintiff  refused  to  be  sworn  (though  he  had  been  duly 
subpoenaed  as  a  witness  for  the  people),  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  withdrawn,  or  did  withdraw,  the  complaint  and  prosecu- 
tion against  Maybee.  The  defendant,  as  justice,  held  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  withdraw  the  complaint  and  proceed- 
ings against  Maybee,  before  the  defendant,  while  holding 
the  court  of  special  sessions  for  the  trial  of  Maybee,  without 
paying  the  costs  on  the  part  of  the  people,  Maybee  having 
elected  to  be  tried  before  the  defendant,  without  a  jury,  for 
the  alleged  assault  and  battery  on  the  plaintiff^  and  had 
pleaded  not  guilty  before  the  defendant  to  the  charge. 

The  alleged  cause  of  the  plaintiff  attempting  to  withdraw 
Vol.  XLV  U 
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his  complaint  and  proceedings  against  Maybee  before  the 
defendant  was  defendant's  refusal  to  issue  a  venire  for  a  jury 
in  the  case  on  plaintiff's  application. 

The  plaintiff*,  persisting  in  Iiis  refusal  to  be  sworn  as  a  wit- 
ness for  the  people  against  Maybee  before  the  defendant, 
while  he  was  holding  a  court  of  special  sessions  for  the  trial 
of  Maybee,  was  fined  five  dollars,  as  for  a  criminal  contempt, 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  issued  a  commitment 
against  the  plaintiff,  by  virtue  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
imprisoned  in.  the  county  jail  of  Cortland  county  five  days 
by  reason  of  his  non-payment  of  the  fine  of  five  dollars,  which 
the  defendant  adjudged  he  should  pay  as  and  for  his  criminal 
contempt  of  court  by  refusing  to  be  sworn  as  aforesaid. 
Trial  by  juiy  waived. 

W.  H.  Wakeen  &  H.  C.  Miner,  for  plaintiff. 
BouTON  &  Champlin   &    Gboege  N.  Kennedy,  for 
defendant, 

Baloom,  J,—K^  I  view  the  evidence  in  the  case,  the  only 
question  to  be  discussed  is,  whether  the  defendant,  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  while  holding  a  court  of  special  sessions  for  the 
trial  of  Maybee  for  an  assault  and  battery  on  the  plaintiff, 
had  jurisdiction  and  authority  to  fine  the  plaintiff  five  dollars, 
as  for  a  criminal  contempt  of  court,  for  willfully  and  con- 
temptuously refusing  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness,  on  such 
trial,  against  Maybee,  after  he  had  been  duly  subpoenaed  as  a 
witness  for  the  people  against  Maybee,  and  was  present  in 
court  before  the  defendant,  and  also  had  jurisdiction  and 
authority  to  commit  the  plaintiff  to  the  jail  of  Cortland 
county,  until  he  should  pay  said  five  dollars,  not  exceeding 
five  days. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  relies  on  the  decision  of  the  late 
justice  Welles,  in  the  The  People  agt.  Webster  (3  Parker^ a 
Cr,  Heps,,  603),  to  sustain  the  proposition  that  th^  defendant 
had  no  power  or  jurisdiction  to  fiae  or  commit  the  plaintiff 
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to  pri8(»n,  as  for  a  contempt  of  court,  in  willfully  and  con- 
temptuously refusing  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  against  May- 
bee  under  the  circumstances  I  have  stated.  It  is  unnecessary 
to  question  the  correctness  of  that  decision,  so  far  as  it  holds 
that  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  power  to  commit  a  person 
to  prison  who  is  before  him  under  section  seventeen  of  "An 
act  to  suppress  intemperance,  and  to  regulate  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors,"  passed  April  16,  1857,  for  refusing  to 
be  sworn  and  examined  as  to  the  cause  of  his  intoxication. 
And  that  was  the  only  point  decided  in  that  case  by  justice 
Welles.  But  with  all  proper  respect  for  the  learning  and 
ability  of  the  late  justic  Welles,  I  cannot  -concur  in  his 
reasoning  in  the  case  referred  to,  which  tends  to  deprive  the 
defendant  in  this  case  of  jurisdiction  and  power  to  fine  the 
plaintiff  herein  five  dollars,  and  commit  him  to  prison,  not 
exceeding  five  days,  for  the  non-payment  of  such  fine,  for 
willfully  and  contemptuously  refiising  to  be  sworn  in  the 
criminal  case  under  the  circumstances  I  have  stated. 

In  the  first  place,  I  will  say  that  I  am  of  the  opinion- that 
sections  279,  280  and  281  of  the  Revised  Statutes  (3  JR.  5., 
5th  ed.j  461),  referred  to  by  justice  Welles,  apply  only  to 
civil  suits  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  not  to  a  criminal 
case  before  any  justice  of  the  peace  while  holding  a  court  of 
special  session's  for  the  trial  of  a  person  for  crime,  of  which 
such  a  court  has  jurisdiction. 

Any  justice  of  the  peace  is  authorized  to  issue  subpoenas  to 
compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  "  before  a  court  of  special 
sessions  "  (3  B.  S.,  6th  ed.,  1011,  §  64  [§  35]).  "  In  case  any 
person  summoned  to  appear  before  a  court  of  special  sessions 
as  a  juror  or  witness  shall  fail  to  appear,  he  shall  be  liable  to 
the  like  penalties,  and  may  be  proceeded  against  in  like  man- 
ner, as  provided  by  law  in  respect  to  jurors  and  witnesses  in 
justices'  courts "  (73.,  §  65  [or  J  36]).  But  in  case  a  person, 
duly  summoned  as  a  witness,  to  appear  before  a  court  of 
special  sessions,  does  appear  before  such  court,  but  there 
refuses  to  be  sworn,  there  is  no  statute  authorizing  any  puu- 
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ishment  of  Buoh  person  for  such  refusal  to  be  sworn  as  a 
witness,  unless  it  be  section  199  (§  274)  of  the  Kevised  Stat- 
utes (3  R,  S.J  5th  ed.y  460),  which  section  authorizes  a  justice 
of  the  peace  to  punish,  as  for  a  criminal  contempt,  persons 
guilty  of  disorderly,  contemptuous  or  insolent  behavior 
toward  such  justice  while  engaged  "  in  any  judicial  proceed- 
ings, which  shall  tend  to  interrupt  such  proceedings,  or  to 
impair  the  respect  due  to  his  authority."  If  a  justice  of  the 
peace  is  engaged  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  within  the  meaning 
of  this  statute,  while  holding  a  court  of  special  sessions,  I  am 
of  the  opinion  it  authorizes  him  to  punish,  as  for  a  criminal 
contempt,  a  'witness,  before  him,  who  has  been  duly  sub- 
poenaed, for  willfully  and  contemptuously  refusing  to  be  sworn 
as  a  witness  in  the  case  pending  in  his  court  of  special  sessions. 
In  this  view  of  the  case  the  plaintiff's  punishment  was 
authorized  by  section  200  (§  275)  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  (3 
li.  S,y  6th  ed.jp.  460),  for  the  reason  that  the  two  following  sec- 
tions of  such  statutes  were  complied  with  by  the  defendant 
{Jd.)  p.  461). 

But,  regarding  a  justice  of  the  peace  as  a  court,  and  not 
merely  as  a  magistrate,  while  holding  a  court  of  special 
sessions,  as,  I  think,  is  his  situation,  such  court  need  not  look 
to  our  statutes,  but  to  the  common  law,  for  authority  to 
punish  a  witness,  as  for  a  criminal  contempt,  for  willfully  and 
contemptuously  refusing  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  by  or 
before  such  court.  And  there  is  no  doubt  that  at  common 
law  "  if  a  witness  refuses  to  be  sworn,"  he  is  guilty  of  con- 
tempt of  the  court  which  directs  him  to  be  sworn,  if  he  has 
been  duly  subpoenaed  and  is  in  attendance  before  the  court 
{Bishop  on  Criminal  Law^  vol.  2,  6th  ed.^  §  255 ;  Albany 
Law  Journal^  vol.  7,  No.  9,  pp.  129  and  130).  On  page  129 
of  the  Law  Journal  cited,  a  contempt  of  court  is  defined  as 
"  a  willful  disregard  of  the  dignity  or  disobedience  of  the 
authority  of  the  court."  And  further  down  on  the  same  page 
it  is  said :  "  Every  court,  from  a  full  bench  to  a  petty  magis- 
trate, is  arme4  with  the  power  to  preserve  its  own  dignity  by 
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the  infliction,  at  its  discretion,  of  fine  or  imprisonment,  for 
obvious  violations  of  its  dignity  or  authority  committed  in  its 
presence."  This  power  is  restricted  and  regulated  by  statute 
in  this  state,  in  respect  to  nearly  all  the  courts.  And  in  a 
court  of  record  "  the  contumacious  and  unlawful  refusal  of 
any  person  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  "  is  a  criminal  contempt 
of  court  (2  JS.  S.y  278,  §  10,  aicb,  5).  But  there  is  no  statute 
authorizing  a  court  of  special  sessions,  as  such,  to  punish  a 
person,  as  for  a  criminal  contempt,  or  in  any  other  way,  for 
refusing  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness  in  a  case  before  such  court ; 
nor  is  there  any  statute  taking  such  power  or  authority  from 
that  court.  As  to  justices  of  the  peace,  chief  justice  Nelson 
said,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  supreme  court  in 
Onderdonk  agt.  Baulett  (3  HUPs  Repa.^  329), '"  justices  may, 
at  all  times,  rely  upon  the  continuance  and  favor  of  this  court 
in  the  due  command  and  vigorous  enforcement  of  good  order 
while  conducting  their  proceedings." 

None  of  section  274  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  above  cited  (2 
R.  S.y  273),  is  applicable  to  a  justice  of  the  peace  while  hold- 
ing a  court  of  special  sessions,  or,  if  resort  must  be  had  to  the 
common  law,  to  justify  a  justice,  while  holding  such  a  court, 
to  punish  for  contempt,  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  defendant, 
while  he  was,  by  virtue  of  his  office  of  justice  of  tlie  peace, 
holding  a  court  of  special  sessions,  had  jurisdiction  and 
authority  to  punish  the  plaintiff,  as  for  a  criminal  contempt 
of  such  court,  for  willfully  and  contemptuously  refusing  to  be 
sworn  as  a  witness  by  or  before  such  court,  or  by  or  before 
the  defendant  while  holding  such  court,  as  a  justice  of  the  peace. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  a  justice  of  the  peace  acts  judi- 
cially in  convicting  a  person  of  a  contempt,  and  therefore  no 
civil  action  can  be  maintained  against  him  for  making  any 
such  conviction ;  provided  he  has  jurisdiction,  and  his  pro- 
ceedings are  regular  on  their  face  (2  Wait^a  La/w  and  Practice^ 
p.  645), 

It  follows  from  these  conclusions  that  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  a  judgment  in  this  action  with  costs. 
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NEW  YORK  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Gbobgb  Bbttdbl  agt.  Matthew  Hettsice. 

A  participation  in  the  profits  of  a  business  by  a  party  as  a  compensation 
for  his  labor  or  services,  without  haying  any  other  interest  or  right  in 
it,  or  any  liability  therefor,  does  not  make  him  a  partner  in  fact,  but  a 
nominal  partner  merely. 

Therefore  an  action  is  properly  brought,  in  the  name  of  the  principal  part- 
ner alone,  for  work,  labor,  materials  and  services  furnished  the  defendant, 
although  the  contract  was  made  by  the  nominal  partner  with  the  defend- 
ant, and  a  bill  rendered  him  in  the  name  of  the  firm.  The  principal 
only  was  the  real  party  in  interest,  and  authorized  under  the  Code  to 
bring  the  action. 

The  defendant,  having  had  prior  notice  of  the  agreement  between  the  mem- 
bers of  the  nominal  partnership,  was  bound  to  recognize  its  provisions, 
and,  so  far  as  he  was  concerned,  they  were  no  longer  to  be  considered 
as  copartners. 

Consequently,  where  the  defendantf  interposed  the  defense  of  iMirtial  pay- 
ment of  the  claim  to  the  nominal  partner,  part  in  money,  and  part  by  a 
previous  indebtedness,  dne  frc^m  such  member  of  the  firm  to  him, — Held^ 
that  a  partner  cannot  release  a  debt  due  to  the  firm,  even  during  copart- 
nership, in  consideration  of  a  debt  due  from  him  individually. 

Bieldf  also,  that  the  facts  in  this  case  were  so  contested  and  conflicting  in 
respect  to  the  employment  by  the  defendant  of  the  nominal  member  of 
the  firm,  and  in  respect  to  the  alleged  payments  on  account,  that  they 
should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  to  pass  upon,  and  that  a  dis- 
missal of  the  complaint  was  error.t 

General  Term^  March^  1873. 

Before  Monell,  Fbeedman  and  Curtis,  JJ. 

This  case  comes  on  for  hearing  upon  the  plaintiffs  excep- 
tions  to  the  order  of  the  judge  before  whom  the  action 
was  tried,  dismissing  the  complaint.     The  exceptions  were 
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directed  to  be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  the  general  term, 
and  judgment  in  the  meanwhile  to  be  suspended. 

•    D.  M.  PoBTEB  for  plaintiff. 

Exceptions  on  dismissal  of  complaint  ordered  to  be  heard  in 
the  first  instance  at  the  general  term. 

The  plaintiff  employed  one.  Wagner,  and  in  lieu  of  other 
compensation  gave  him  one-half  of  the  net  profits ;  the  busi- 
ness was  done  under  the  name  of  Beudel  &  Wagner.  Wagner 
was  "  to  have  no  interest  in  the  property^  assets^  accounts  or 
claifns  belonging  to  the  business.^^  At  the  time  the  contract 
in  question  was  made,  the  business  was  in  the  plaintiff's  name 
alone.  The  plaintiff  was  "boss;"  he  was  so  for  months 
before  the  contract  was  made ;  defendant  knew  Wagner  had 
a  partner  at  the  time  the  work  was  ordered;  the  business 
card  was  Beudel  &  Wagner ;  the  receipt  for  the  alleged  pay- 
ment is  signed  Beudel  &  Wagner. 

Wagner  owed  tlie  defendant  a  note  for  $300 ;  it  was  given 
for  an  old  loan,  before  plaintiff  ever  saw  Wagner. 

Before  this  action  was  brought  the  contract  between  the 
plaintiff  and  Wagner  was  shown  to  the  defendant. 

The  answer  avers,  "the  work  was  done  by  the  copartner- 
ship of  Beudel  &  Wagner ;"  also,  "  that  the  payment  of  $300 
was  to  that  firm." 

I.  The  agreement  makes  the  claim  sued  for  the  plaintiff's 
claim;  using  the  firm  name  of  Beudel  &  Wagner  makes 
Wagner  liable  to  third  persons  for  any  debts  for  which 
Beudel  &  Wagner  were  trusted  as  copartners,  irrespective  of 
whether  he  was  a  partner  or  not,  only  because  he  held  him- 
self out  as  a  partner,  not  because  he  was  a  partner.  But  as 
between  the  plaintiff  and  himself  and  all  their  debtors,  and 
as  to  the  property  and  effects,  he  is  not  a  partner,  but  the 
same  belong  to  the  plaintiff  alone,  as  no  one  can  be  injured 
thereby,  and  the  agreement  between  the  parties  must  be 
carried  out  {ConJdin  agt.  Barton^  43  Barb.y  435  ;  Lamb  agt. 
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Chrover^  47  irf.,  317 ;  Oshrey  agt.  Reimer^  49  id,^  265  ;  Ogden 
agt.  Astcn*^  4  Somdf,  311) ;  and  after  the  defendant  had  notice 
of  the  contract,  as  to  him  the  money  was  the  plaintiff's  sole 
property. 

II.  If  the  facts  are  undisputed^  the  question  is  a  question 
of  law  {Fdlaws  agt.  Norihrup^  30  N.  Z".,  117;  Draper  agt. 
Stov/oendj  38  id.^  6l9 ;  Mctson  agt.  Lord^  40  id.^  447 ;  Beck 
agt.  Shddon^  48  irf.,  365) ;  if  the  facts  are  contested,  or  con- 
flicting, the  dismissal  of  the  complaint  was  erroneous,  as  the 
facts  ought  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  {Stone  et  al, 
agt.  Flower,  47  iT.  7".,  566).  The  question  whether  the 
judge  erred,  is  presented  by  the  exception  to  the  nonsuit 
{Sheldon  agt  The  Atlantic  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  26  iT.  Y.,  460 ; 
Stone  et  al.  agt.  Flower,  supra), 

III.  Even  under  the  defendant's  answer,  the  application  of 
the  property  of  the  firm  cannot  be  given  to  pay  the  individual 
debt  of  one  of  the  firm  {J)ob  v.  Halsey,  16  Johns.,  34).  One 
partner  cannot  release  a  debt  due  to  the  firm,  even  during 
copartnership,  in  consideration  of  a  debt  due  to  him  individ- 
ually {Oram  et  al.  agt.  Oadwell,  5  Cowen,  489). 

IV.  The  evidence  as  to  the  $206.40  and  interest  is  undis- 
puted, and,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
judgment  for  that  amount ;  and  as  to  the  $300  the  facts  are 
confiicting  and  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury,  and  the 
dismissal  of  ttie  complaint  ought  to  be  set  aside  and  a  new 
trial  granted  with  costs  to  the  plaintiff  {Stone  et  al.  agt. 
Flower,  47  iT.  T.,  566 ;  The  Intematimial  Bank  agt.  Mon- 
teath,  39  N.  T.,  297). 

David  MoAdam,  for  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  sued  to  recover  for  work,  labor  and  materials 
done  and  furnished  at  defendant's  request. 

The  defense  interposed  a  general  denial,  and  pleaded  that 
the  work  sued  for  was  done  by  the  firm  of  Beudel  &  Wagner, 
of  which  the  plaintiff  was  a  member,  and  that  Wagner,  the 
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pkintifPs  copartner,  should  have  been  joined  as  a  party 
plaintiff,  and  farther,  that  the  defendant  had  paid  the  firm 
$300  on  account  of  such  work. 

The  case  was  tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Van  Voest  and 
a  jury,  December  13,  1872,  and  the  complaint  was  dismissed 
on  the  grounds  stated,  with  a  direction  that  the  exceptions 
be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  general  term,  and  judgment 
in  the  meantime  be  suspended. 

I.  The  cause  of  action  arose  and  was  contracted  for  under 
the  firm  name  of  Beadd  ds  Wagner,  and  the  bill-head  for 
the  work  in  firm  name,  and  the  card  in  the  same  name.  It 
is  clear,  therefore,  that  as  to  third  persons  Beudel  &  Wagner 
must  be  regarded  as  partners,  and  the  payments  made  to 
either,  on  the  faith  of  that  relation,  good  payments  against  both. 

II.  Being  copartners  as  to  the  defendant  who  dealt  with 
them  on  the  faith  of  that  relation,  they  are  to  be  so  regarded 
for  all  the  purposes  of  this  suit,  and  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  have  Wagner  before  the  court  as  a  party,  and  the  claim 
was  made  in  the  answer,  and  the  objection  was  never  obviated 
by  amendment  or  otherwise. 

III.  The  private  agreement  between  Beudel  and  Wagner 
could  not  affect  the  defendant,  who  had  no  notice  of  it,  and 
on  the  pleadings  the  real  question  was  whether  the  work  was 
done  by  Beudel  alone,  or  by  the  firm  of  Beudel  &  Wagner ; 
and  the  evidence  disclosed  that  it  was  done  by  the  latter  as  a 
firm,  and  the  plaintiff  therefore  failed  in  his  action  {Ghiidon 
agst.  Robson,  2  Camp.  N.  P.  B.j  302 ;  Clark  agt.  Howe,  23 
Mame,  560 ;  Hadenhuret  agt.  Bates,  3  Bing.,  470 ;  11  Moore, 
421 ;  Davies  agt.  Hawkins,  3  M.  <&  S,,  48 ;  Colyer  on  Part- 
nership, §§  656,  663). 

IV.  The  conrt  must  remember  that  the  contract  sued  on 
was  made  by  Wagner,  in  the  firm  name,  and  for  the  firm, 
and  must  be  sued  on  in  the  firm  name  (Code,  §  111).  Neither 
partner  is  a  trustee  of  the  other,  or  of  an  express  trust  under 
§  113  of  the  Code,  for  the  contract  was  made  in  ih^firm  name 
as  2i,  fi/rm. 

Vol.  XLV  26 
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V.  Having  made  the  contract  in  the  firm  name  of  Beudel 
&  Wagner,  a  recovery  in  this  suit  would  be  no  bar  to  an 
action  by  Beudel  &  Wagner  as  a  firm. 

VI.  The  nonsuit  was  correct,  and  the  plaintiff's  exceptions 
should  be  overruledy  and  the  defendant  should  have  judgment 
thereon. 

CuETis,  J. — The  action  is  to  recover  for  work,  labor  and 
materials. 

The  answer  states  that  the  work  was  performed  by  the 
plaintiff  and  one  Wagner,  composing  the  firm  of  Beudel  & 
Wagner ;  that  the  latter  should  have  been  joined  as  a  plaintiff, 
and  also  that  $300  had  been  paid  on  account  of  the  claim  to 
the  firm,  and  that  what  remains  due  for  the  work  was  due  to 
the  firm,  and  not  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  testified  on  the  trial  that  the  arrangement  to 
do  the  work  for  the  defendant  was  made  by  Wagner,  on 
plaintiff's  account ;  that  Wagner  was  then  working  in  his 
employ ;  that  the  work  commenced  in  March,  1872 ;  that  they 
last  worked  at  it,  and  that  it  was  finished,  about  the  end  of 
June,  and  amounts  to  $505  and  some  cents.  The  plaintiff 
also  put  in  evidence  an  agreement  made  between  him  and 
Wagner,  dated  April  15,  1872,  containing  the  foUovnng  pro- 
visions : 

First.  The  said  Beudel  agrees  to  take  the  said  Wagner 
into  his  employ  in  the  carpentering  and  building  business  for 
the  term  of  one  year  from  date. 

Second.  The  business  to  be  carried  on  under  the  firm  name 
of  Beudel  &  Wagner. 

Ihird.  Wagner  is  to  have  no  interest  in  the  business,  or  in 
the  property,  assets,  accounts  or  claims  belonging  to  the  same. 

Fov/rth.  And  the  said  Beudel  agrees  to  pay  the  said  Wag- 
ner for  his  services  wages  at  the  rate  of  a  sum  equal  to  one- 
half  of  the  net  profits  of  said  firm,  and  said  wages  are  not 
to  be  paid,  and  are  not  to  become  due,  until  the  said  profits 
are  first  collected  by  said  Beudel. 
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A  bill  in  the  firm  name  of  Beudel  &  Wagner  was  made 
out  for  this  work,  dated  May  31,  1872. 

The  plaintiff  testifies  that  the  day  Wagner  left  the  bill 
with  defendant  he  went  to  defendant,  who  told  him  that  he 
held  a  note  for  $300  against  Wagner,  made  before  plaintiff 
ever  knew  Wagner,  and  that  he  wanted  to  deduct  it  from 
the  bill.  The  plaintiff  told  defendant  he  would  never  agree 
to  snch  a  settlement;  that  he  had  to  pay  everything,  and  was 
responsible  for  everything,  and  that  a  day  or  two  after  he 
showed  the  defendant  this  agreement  between  himself  and 
Beudel.     The  business  card  was  Beudel  &  Wagner. 

The  defendant  testified  he  employed  only  Wagner  to  do 
the  work ;  that  he  paid  him  $200  on  account  during  its  pro- 
gress, $100  each  time;  and  that  before  he  commenced  the 
work  Wagner  agreed  to  let  $100  that  the  defendant  had 
loaned  him  previously  apply  upon  the  wort:.  He  had  heard 
when  he  employed  Wagner  to  do  the  v^ork  that  he  had  a 
partner,  and  he  thought  the  receipt  for  the  payments  to 
Wagner  on  account  were  made  out  in  the  firm  name.  The 
receipts  were  not  produced  on  the  trial,  or  the  note. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  testimony  the  defendant's  counsel 
moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  the  grounds : 

First.  That  the  plaintiff  has  proved  no  cause  of  action. 

Second.  That  it  appeared  by  the  evidence  and  by  the  bill- 
head and  card  that  the  work  done  for  the  defendant  was  done 
under  a  contract  between  one  Wagner  and  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest  therein,  except  as  a 
copartner  of  said  Wagner,  who  was  not  joined  as  a  party 
plaintiff  herein. 

Third.  That  payments  bad  been  made  by  the  defendant  to 
Wagner,  which,  under  the  circumstances,  were  operative 
against  Wagner,  either  individually  or  as  a  copartner  with  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  whatever  relation  exists  in  fact  between 
Wagner  and  the  plaintiff*,  so  far  as  the  defendant  was  con- 
cerned, they  were  to  be  considered  copartners. 

Fourth.  That  tlie  private  arrangement  between  the  plain- 
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tiff  and  Wagoer  could  not  affect  the  defendant,  a&  he  had  no 
notice  thereof  nntil  after  the  transactions  complained  of,  and 
until  after  he  had  paid  the  $300,  aa  sworn  to  by  him. 

The  court  granted  the  motion  and  the  plaintiff  excepted. 

The  evidence  fails  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  and  Wi^er 
were  actual  partners ;  a  participation  in  the  profito  of  a  husi- 
neSB  by  a  party  as  a  compensation  for  his  labor  or  services, 
without  having  any  other  interest  or  rifi^t  in  it,  does  not 
make  him  a  partner  {CofiMm  agt.  Barton,  43  Barb.,  435 ; 
Ogden,  agt.  Astor,  4  Sand.,  311).  It  is  clear,  however,  that 
W^ner  was  a  nominal  partner  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  first 
question  to  be  considered  is,  in  whose  name  the  action  should 
have  been  brooght. 

In  the  case  of  Kdl  agt.  NanAy  (10  Bam.  dh  Ores.,  20),  it 
was  held  that  where  an  attorney  carries  on  buainess  under 
the  firm  of  "  A.  &  Son,"  and  the  son  was  not  in  fitct  a  part- 
ner, but  acts  as  a  clerk  to  his  father,  with  a  salary,  that  the 
attorni^  A.  might  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name  alone 
for  boeiness  done  as  an  attorney. 

The  present  case  seems  to  be  analogous,  and  the  tendency 
of  tbe  provision  of  the  111th  section  of  the  Code,  directing 
every  action  to  be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in 
interest,  apparently  leaves  little  room  for  doubting  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  proceeding  in  bringing  this  suit  in  the  plain- 
tiff's name  only.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  action  should 
have  been  brought  as  it  was,  in  the  name  of  the  plainti^ 
Beadel,  alone,  the  real  party  in  interest. 

Wagner,  by  holding  himself  out  as  a  partner,  became  liable 
to  third  persons  who  may  liave  trusted  Beudel  &  Wagner  as 
'mt,  as  between  himself  and  the  plaintiff,  Beudell,  his 
ghts  and  position  are  defined  by  the  agreement,  which 
that  he  is  to  have  no  interest  in  the  business,  pro- 
assets  of  the  nominal  firm  ;  as  no  wrong  is  worked  by 
B  the  duty  of  the  court  to  give  effect  to  it,  and  after 
f  this  agreement  the  defendant  was  bound  to  recog- 
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nize  its  provisions,  and,  so  &r  as  he  wa^  concerned,  they  were 
no  longer  to  be  considered  as  copartners. 

In  this  view  of  the  case  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict, at  least  for  all  that  portion  of  the  claim  remaining 
unpaid  over  the  $300.  There  is  conflicting  evidence  as  to 
whether  this  sum  of  $300,  or  only  $100  of  it,  was  paid  by  the 
defendant  to  Wagner  upon  the  preexisting  individual  indebt- 
edness of  Wagner  to  the  defendant..  However  that  may  be, 
a  partner  cannot  release  a  debt  due  to  the  firm,  even  during 
copartnership,  in  consideration  of  a  debt  due  from  him  indi- 
vidually {Gram  agt.  CadweU^  5  Cow.y  489). 

A  release  by  Wagner  of  a  firm  debt,  or  any  part  of  it,  due 
by  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  a  debt  due  from  him, 
Wagner,  individually  to  the  defendant,  is  void,  and  fails  to 
sustain  the  defense  pleaded  in  the  answer,  that  the  defendant 
paid  to  the  firm  $300  on  account  of  the  work  and  services, 
and  is  entitled  to  credit  therefor.  If,  in  the  confiict  of  evi- 
dence, the  jury  had  found  that  any  part  of  the  $300  had  been 
paid  by  |iie  defendant  to  the  firm,  as  alleged  in  the  answer, 
buch  finding  would  be  sustained  by  evidence  that  such  pay- 
ment was  made  to  him  as  one  of  the  firm,  and  before  notice 
was  given  the  defendant  of  Wagner's  actual  position  in  respect 
to  it  under  the  agreement. 

The  facts  in  this  case  were  so  contested  and  confiicting 
in  respect  to  Wagner's  employment  by  defendant,  and  in 
respect  to  the  alleged  payments  on  account,  that  they  should 
have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  pass  upon. 

As  to  the  position  taken  upon  the  argument,  but  not  at 
the  trial,  that  some  portion  of  this  work  was  done  before 
the  making  of  the  agreement,  I  do  not  very  well  see  how  the 
question  can  now  be  raised  by  the  defendant,  in  view  of 
the  allegations  of  his  answer,  that  the  work  was  done  by  the 
firm,  and  that  whatever  is  due  of  the  money  is  due  to  the  firm. 

The  dismissal  of  the  complaint  should  be  set  aside,  and  a 
new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

MoNELL  and  Fbeedman,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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SUPKEME  COUET. 

Isaac  Delavergne,  appellant,  agt.  Seymoctb  W.  Deak, 
impleaded  with  James  H.  Hillman  and  Lydia  bis  wife, 
respondents. 

Wbere  a  testator  devises  to  his  daughter,  A.,  the  use  of  $1,000,  during  her 
life,  and  after  her  decease  directs  that  the  same  be  paid  to  herchildren, 
it  is  not  a  devise  of  the  $1,000  to  the  children  of  A.,  but  of  the  whole 
amount  of  the  legacy,  and  an  absolute  disposition  thereof  upon  the  death 
of  A.  to  and  for  the  benefit  of  her  children. 

In  such  case  the  legacy  does  not  become  vested  in  the  children  where  they 
die  before  the  mother,  and  where  they  all  die  in  infancy,  before  A.,  the 
mother,  the  legacy  lapses  upon  her  death  and  passes  to  her  heirs. 

Third  Judicial  District^  Albany  General  Term^  March 
1873. 

Before  Miller,  P.  e/!,  Daniels  and  Danforth,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  order  and  judgment  in  favor  of  demurrer  of 
defendant  and  dismissing^ plaintiff's  complaint. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  Dorus  Delavergne  died  on  the 
13th  day  of  January,  1857,  seized  and  possessed  of  certain 
real  estate  described  in  the  complaint,  and  leaving  him  surviv- 
ing his  widow,  Huldah  Delavergne,  and  his  two  sons,  Lewis 
and  Isaac,  and  his  daughter,  Alice,  wife  of  Seymour  W.  Dean, 
and  granddaughter  of  Abbie,  only  child  of  Alice  Dean. 

On  the  27th  day  of  March,  1856,  the  testator  made  a  last 
will  and  testament,  the  third  and  fourth  clauses  of  which  were 
as  follows : 

Third.  1  give  to  my  daughter  Alice,  wife  of  Seymour  "W. 
Dean,  the  use  of  $1,000  during  her  natural  life,  and  after  her 
death  the  same  to  be  paid  to  her  children. 
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The  said  legacy  is  intended  to  be  in  full  of  her  portion  and 
of  her  services  in  my  family. 

Fourth.  I  give  unto  my  sons,  Lewis  and  Isaac,  all  the  rest, 
residue  and  remaiDder  of  my  real  and  personal  estate,  and  to 
their  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  subject  to  the  above  legacy  to 
be  paid  by  my  said  two  sons  equally. 

That  the  will  was  duly  proved  as  a  will  of  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  and  recorded  with  the  surrogate  of  Washington 
county,  where  testator  resided  at  the  time  of  his  decease. 

That  on  April  1st,  1862,  Lewis  Delavergne  died  unmarried, 
and  intestate,  and  without  children.  That  in  June,  1862, 
Abbie  Dean,  the  only  child  of  Alice,  died,  being  then  five  or 
six  years  of  age.  That  on  the  26th  day  of  October,  1865, 
Alice  Dean  died  intestate,  and  leaving  no  child  or  children, 
and  never  having  had  any  except  said  Abbie  Dean.  That  on 
the  6th  of  August,  1866,  Huldah,  the  widow,  died  intestate. 

That  -on  the  3d  of  April,  1862,  the  plaintifE  and  his  wife 
conveyed  the  real  estate  aforesaid,  subject  to  the  legacy  of 
$1,000,  to  Seymour  W.  Dean,  and  on  the  24:th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1864,  Dean  and  wife  conveyed  the  premises  to  the 
defendant,  James  H.  Hillman,  subject  to  said  legacy,  and 
Hillman  agreed  to  pay  the  same,  with  the  interest  thereon, 
as  a  part  of  the  consideration  or  purchase-money.  The  plain- 
tiff claims  that  he  is  the  owner  of  said  legacy,  and  demands 
judgment  that  the  same  be  paid  and  declared  a  lien  on  the 
premises,  and  for  costs  of  action. 

The  defendant,  Seymour  W.  Dean,  demurred  to  the  com- 
plaint. 

The  demurrer  was  argued  at  a  special  term  of  the  supreme 
court,  held  at  Saratoga,  in  November,  1872,  and  the  justice 
ordered  judgment  for  the  defendant,  and  that  the  complaint 
be  dismissed.  From  this  order  and  the  judgment  entered 
thereon  the  defendant  appealed. 

Job  G.  Sherman,  ybr  appellant  and  plaintiff. 
Isaac  W.  Thompson,  for  respondent  and  defenda/nt. 
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By  the  Courts  Miller,  P.  J. — The  third  claoBe  of  the 
testator's  will  devises  to  his  daughter,  Alice,  the  use  of 
$1,000  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  directs  that  the 
same  be  paid  to  her  children.  This  was  not  a  devise  of  tho 
$1,000  to  the  children  of  Alice,  but  of  the  whole  amount  of 
the  legacy,  and  an  absolute  disposition  thereof  upon  the  death 
of  Alice  to  and  for  the  benefit  of  her  children.  By  the  children 
referred  to  in  this  clau^  of  the  will,  I  think  that  the  testator 
intended  to  provide  for  such  child  or  children  as  might  be 
living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  Alice. 

This'is  a  legitimate  conclusion  from  the  language  employ  ', 
as  the  testator  designated  no  single  person  and  did  not  limit 
the  devise  to  any  child  of  Alice  who  might  be  living  at  the 
time  of  his  decease,  or  in  such  manner  as  might  exclude  after- 
bom  children  from  a  participation  in  the  same.  It  was  the 
lawful  issue  of  his  daughter  which  he  intended  to  provide  for, 
without  any  restriction  as  to  their  number. 

Such  being  the  evident  purpose  of  the  devise  in  the  third 
clause  of  the  will,  the  question  arises  whether  the  right  to  the 
legacy  became  vested  in  Abbie,  the  infant  daughter  of  Alice, 
who  died  before  her  mother,  subject  to  the  life  estate  of  the 
hitter,  and  upon  Abhie'd  death,  her  interest  in  the  same  passed 
to  her  lawful  heir. 

I  am  inclined  to  think  it  was  not  vested  in  Abbie  at  the 
time  of  her  decease,  but  was  of  that  fluctuating  class  of  devises 
which  are  liable  to  be  defeated  by  the  occurrence  of  some 
subsequent  event.  By  the  fourth  clause  of  the  will  the  tes- 
tator devised  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  his  two  sons,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
subject  to*  the  legacy  to  be  paid  by  them  equally. 

The  complaint  avers  that  the  real  estate  was  conveyed  to 
Seymour  W.  Dean  subject  to  the  legacy,  and  by  said 
Dean  to  the  defendant,  James  H.  Hillman,  upon  the  same 
condition,  and  upon  his  assuming  to  pay  the  same.  It  must, 
therefore,  be  assumed  that  the  legacy  was  to  be  paid  out  of 
and  charged  upon  the  real  estate. 
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The  general  rale  is,  that  where  a  legacy  is  chargeable  upon 
land  and  payable  at  a  fature  day,  the  same  becomes  lapsed  if 
the  legatee  dies  before  the  time  of  payment  in  those  cases  in 
which  the  payment  was  postponed  by  the  testator  in  reference 
to  the  situation  and  circumstance  of  the  legatee,  and  not 
where  it  is  postponed  for  the  convenience  of  the  testator  or 
the  person  chaiged  with  the  payment  of  the  legacy  {Haorria 
agt  FVy,  7  Paige,  421 ;  BirdaaU  agt.  Heuolitt,  1  id,,  82). 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  payment  was  deferred  by  reason  of  ( 
the  situation  and  circumstances  of  the  legatee,  and  not  the 
bn,efit  or  convenience  of  the  estate. 

If  the  payment  of  a  general  legacy  is  deferred,  not  merely 
until  the  lapse  of  a  definite  interval  of  time,  which  will  cer- 
tainly arive,  but  until  an  event  which  may  or  may  not  happen, 
the  effect  is  to  render  the  legacy  itself  contingent  (1  Jarman 
on  WiUsy  761). 

The  legacy  to  the  children  of  Alice  depended  upon  the 
event  of  her  leaving  children  surviving  her  at  the  time  of  her 
death,  and  was,  therefore,  contingent  and  uncertain.  It  fol- 
lows from  the  rules  laid  down  that  Abbie,  the  in&nt  daughter 
of  Alice,  who  died  before  her  mother,  had  no  vested  interest 
in  the  legacy  at  the  time  of  her  (Abbie's)  death,  which  was 
transmitted  by  operation  of  law  to  her  lawful  heirs. 

She  had  only  a  contingent  interest  while  living,  which  was 
liable  to  be  diminished  by  the  birth  of  other  children  of  her 
mother,  in  proportion  to  their  number,  or  to  be  entirely  defeated 
by  Abbie's  death.  Each  one  of  the  children  who  might  be 
born,  and  who  survived  the  mother,  would  be  entitled  to  a 
proportion  and  an  equal  share  upon  the  mother's  death,  aqd 
if  Abbie  died  leaving  only  a  single  brother  or  sister  her  sur- 
viving, that  brother  or  sister  woul(?  be  entitled  to  tlie  entire 
legacy. 

As  Abbie  died  before  her  mother,  and  the  mother  died 

without  leaving  any  children  surviving  her,  no  one  remained  to 

take  the  legacy  under  the  will,  and  it  lapsed  and  became  part 

of  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  the  estate  which  w^a 
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devised  to  testator's  sons,  Isaac  and  Lewis,  by  the  fourth 
clause  of  his  will. 

The  plaintiff,  as  the  survivor  of  his  brother,  was  therefore 
entitled  to  a  judgment,  and  the  court  erred  in  dismissing  the 
complaint. 

The  order  and  judgment  must  therefore  be  reversed,  and  a 
judgment  ordered  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  demurrer,  with 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  answer  within  twenty  days  after 
service  of  a  copy  of  the  order,  to  be  entered  herein,  and  upon 
payment  of  the  plaintiff's  costs,  etc. 


HEW  YORK  PRAOnCE  REPORTS.  211 


Townsend  agt  Peyser. 


N.  Y.  COMlfON  PLEAS. 

Eandolph  W.  Townsend  et  aL,  plaintiffs  and  appellants,  agt. 
SiEGMUND  M.  Petsee  et  al.,  defendants  and  respondents. 

Where  the  finding  of  a  referee  in  favor  of  a  defendant  is  unsupported  by 
any  evidence,  the  judgment  thereon  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
ordered. 

And  where  the  direct  examination  of  the  defendant  as  a  witness  upon  the 
question  in  dispute  is  so  contradicted  upon  his  cross-examination  as  to 
destroy  its  force  and  eflfect  as  evidence,  the  court  will  consider  that  no 
evidence  has  been  given  to  sustain  the  finding. 

In  the  absence  of  an  agreement  in  writing  fixing  a  different  compensation, 
a  referee  cannot  lawfully  claim  more  than  three  dollars  for  every  day  per- 
sonally spent  by  him  in  the  business  of  the  reference. 

It  is  not  enough  that  the  referee  makes  affidavit  that  before  the  trial  of  the 
action  was  commenced  he  informed  the  parties  to  it  that  his  fees  on 
the  reference  would  be  five  dollars  for  every  meeting  of  one  hour,  each 
adjournment  to  be  considered  a  meeting,  and  that  both  parties  consented 
and  agreed  thereto. 

If  the  referee  had  procured  such  consent  to  said  terms  in  writing,  or  had* 
made  a  memorandum  thereof  upon  his  minutes  at  the  time,  it  probably 
would  have  been  sufficient. 

General  Term^  May^  1873. 
Before  Daly,  Ch. «/".,  Loew  and  J.  F.  Daly,  JJ.  • 
Api'EAL  by  the  plaintiflfe  from  a  judgment  entered  on  the 
report  of  a  referee. 
The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

A.  R.  Dyett,  of  cownsd  for  plamtiffs  and  appdlanU. 
Charles  Price  for  the  defendant  and  respondent^  JFr^ 
derich  M.  Peyser^ 
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By  the  Cmi/rt,  Loew,  J. — This  action  was  brought  to  recover 
compensatioD  lor  proteBsional  eervices  claimed  to  have  been 
rendered  at  the  request  of  the  defendatits,  in  reference  to  the 
mental  condition  and  property  of  their  brother,  David  M. 
Fejser,  an  alleged  lunatic. 

The  referee  has  found  aa  matter  of  fact  that  the  defendant, 
Moritz  M.  Peyser,  died  after  the  commencement  but  prior  to 
the  trial  of  this  action ;  that  the  defendant,  Sie^;mund  M. 
Peyser,  did  retain  and  employ  the  plaintiffe  as  his  attorneys 
and  counsel,  and  that  they  performed  work,  labor  and  services 
for  him  of  the  value  of  $2,500,  but  that  the  defendant,  Frede- 
rick M.  Peyser,  did  not  retain  or  employ  them,  and  that  none 
of  the  services  mentioned  in  the  complaint  were  performed  at 
his  request. 

Judgment  was  accordingly  entered  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant, Frederick  M.  Peyser,  ae  against  the  plaintiffs,  for  his 
costs  and  disbursements. 

It  is  now  sought  to  have  the  said  judgment  reversed  on  the 
ground  that  the  referee's  finding  is  not  only  agaiost  the  weight 
of  evidence,  but  is  unsupported  by  auy  evidence. 

If  there  were  in  this  ease  simply  a  conflict  of  evidence  as 
to  whether  or  not  Frederick  M.  Peyser  ever  employed  the 
.  plaintiffs,  the  finding  of  the  referee,  like  the  verdict  of  a  jury, 

ij  |jg  conclusive  on  that  point,  and  We  would  not  feel 

cd  in  interfering,  even  though  we  might  think  that  we 
ave  come  to  a  different  conclusion  on  the  subject.  But 
that  there  is  really  no  conflict  of  evidence  on  the  ques- 
he  plaintiffs'  employment  by  the  defendant,  Frederick, 
as  the  other  defendants. 

le  part  of  the  plaintiff,  Mr.  Townsend,  Mr.  Goldsmith 
:  defendant,  S.  M.  Peyser,  testified  positively  to  a 
iployment  by  the  three  defendants.  Moreover,  it  was 
hat  Frederick  called  a  number  of  times  at  the  plain- 
ce  and  consulted  them  in  respect  to  the  matters  afore- 
\  he  himself  admitted  that  be  signed  and  verifled  a 
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eomplaint,  and  also  a  petition,  to  have  his  brother  Daniel  M. 
declared  a  lunatic. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  have  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Boardman 
and  that  of  Frederick  himself.  The  testimony  of  Mr.  Board- 
man  may  readily  be  reconciled  with  that  given  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiffs,  and  cannot  therefore  be  said  to  be  in  conflict 
with  it.  '  But  Frederick  testified  on  his  direct  examination 
that  at  the  first  interview  he  had  with  his  brothers,  Siegmuud 
and  Moritz,  in  the  plaintiffs'  office,  Siegmund  wished  to 
employ  the  plaintiflfs,  as.  attorneys  and  counsel,  and  he  and 
Moritz  desired  that  Benedict  and  Boardman  should  be 
employed ;  that  finally  it  was  agreed  between  them  that  he 
and  Moritz  should  employ  Benedict  and  Boardman,  and 
Siegmund,  the  plaintiffs;  that  each  should  pay  his  own 
lawyers,  but  that  they  should,  nevertheless,  act  in  concert 
with  each  other;  that  this  understanding- was  communicated 
to  Mr.  Townsend  in  his  hearing  by  Siegmund,  who  asked 
him  if  he  had  any  objection  to  it,  and  that  Mr.  Townsend 
answered  that  he  had  not. 

On  his  cross-examination,  however,  he  testifies  to  a  different 
statement  of  facts.  Being  asked  if  he  is  positive  that  at  the 
first  interview  at  the  plaintiff's  office  Mr.  Townsend  was 
informed  by  either  of  the  defendants  that  each  party  waS  to 
pay  his  own  counsel,  he  says  that  he  can  only  repeat  the  very 
same  answer  he  gave  to  the  question  before ;  that  he  is  posi- 
tive that  it  was  on  the  stoop  that  it  was  agreed  that  each 
party  should  pay  his  own  counsel,  and  when  the  question  is 
repeated,  he  answers  that  he  cannot  say ;  that  all  he  knows 
about  it  is  that  after  they  had  agreed  with  each  other  Sieg- 
mimd  went  into  Mr.  Townsend's  office  and  told  him  that  his 
brother  wanted  Benedict  and  Boardman  as  counsel  in  the 
matter,  and  asked  him  if  he  had  any  objections ;  that  he  can- 
not remember  that  anything  else  was  communicated  to  Mr. 
Townsend  at  the  first  interview  ;  that  Mr.  Townsend  said  he 
had  no  objections ;  and  that  there  was  nothing  said  in  regard 
to  employment  at  the  second  or  third  interviews. 
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This  testimony  ie  not  only  at  variance,  bot  in  direct  con- 
flict, with  that  given  by  him  on  the  same  subject  id  his 
examination  in  chief.  It  8howB  that  it'  any  agreement  was 
ever  made  by  and  between  the  defendants  Uiat  Seigmand  . 
should  pay  the  plaintiflB,  and  Moritz  and  Frderick  pay  Bene- 
dict and  Boardman,  the  same  was  made  on  the  stoop,  and  not 
as  he  had  previonsly  testified,  in  the  plaintiSs'  office.  It  also 
appears  that  so  far  from  Mr.  Towusend  assenting  to  anch  an 
arrangement,  the  same  was  not  even  commnnicated  to  hini. 
Now,  if  any  part  of  the  testimony  pven  by  Frederick  is  to 
be  credited,  it  is  obvious  that  that  given  on  liis  cross-examina- 
tion must  control  that  previously  given  by  him,  and  in  that 
case  his  evidence  does  not  materially  contradict  that  of  the 
witnesses  examined  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  latter 
all  agree  that  Benedict  and  Boardman  wkre  to  be  consulting 
counsel. 

It  follows  that  the  tindiug  of  the  referee  in  favor  of  Frede- 
rick .  M.  Peyser  is  unsupported  by  any  evidence,  and  the 
judgment  should  therefore  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered. 

As  regards  the  order  appealed  from,  I  think  the  learned 
jndge,  at  special  term,  erred  in  deciding  that  the  referee  is 
'e  dollars  a  day  for  sixty  days, 
nee  of  an  agreement  in  writing,  fixing  a  different 
,  a  referee  cannot  lawfully  claim  more  than  three 
ery  day  personally  spent  by  liim  in  the  business 
ace  (Code,  §  313 ;  Ct.  of  Appeals,  Watson  agt. 
J.  Op, ;  Shultz  agt.  WhUney,  9  Ahb.,  71). 
Avit  the  referee  states  that  before  the  trial  of  the 
anmenced  before  him  he  informed  the  parties  to 
s  OQ  the  reference  would  be  five  dollars  for  every 
ne  hour,  each  adjournment  to  be  considered  a 
that  both  parties  consented  and  agreed  thereto. 
I  the  case,  he  should  have  procured  their  consent 
in  writing,  or  at  least  made  a  memorandum 
his  minutes  at  the  time,  which,  I  think,  would 
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have  been  a  siifficient  oompliance  with  the  requirement  of  the 
Code  {PhUhin  agt.  Patrick^  22  Haw.,  1). 

Bat  it  is  not  claimed  that  he  did  either;  and  as  the  three 
plaintiffi,  as  well  aa  Mr.  Fallon,  who  acted  as  their  connsel 
on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  positively  swear  that  no  agreement 
in  reference  to  the  compensation  of  the  referee  was  ever 
made  by  them,  or  either  of  tbem^  or  with  their  knowledge  or 
consent,  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  and  a 
readjustment  of  the  referee's  fees  ordered. 

Dalt^  Gh.  J.,  and  J.  F.  Dalt,  J.,  concurred. 
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SUPEEME  OOUET. 

Tee  pEOPLfi  Bgt.  MoOoT. 

The  foreiMe  examination  (under  an  order  of  the  coroner)  of  a  female  pii- 
soner  b;  physicluis,  for  the  purpose  of  obtuning  evidence  that  she  had 
been  pregnant  and  had  been  delivered  ot  a  child  within  two  or  three 
weeks  previous,  was  In  violation  of  the  constitution,  which  declaiea 
that  "no  person  shall  be  compeUed,  In  any  criminal  case,  to  be  a  witness 
against  himself." 

Chemung  Oyer  and  Terminer,  May,  1873. 

Before  Ransom  Baloom,  Justine  of  ike  Supreme  Court; 

Elisha  Knapp  and  Geoboe  W.  HoueE,  Justices  of  Sessions. 

The  prisoner  was  tried  on  an  indictment  charging  ber  witli 

being  the  mottier  of  a  bastard  child,  and  of  murdering  it 

immediately  after  it  was  born. 

Two  qnestioHB  were  presented :  1.  Was  the  prisoner  deliv- 
ered of  a  bastard  child  that  was  bom  alive  J  2.  Did  she 
mnrder  the  child  by  throwing  it  into  a  privy  as  soon  as  it  was 
bom? 

The  child  was  found  dead  in  the  privy  about  two  weeks 
mer  was  seen  to  come  oat  of  it,  where  she  had 
Je  time,  or  a  short  time. 

lead  child-  was  found  an  examination  was  made 
cians,  who  gave  their  opinions  that  it  was  born 

'.r  was  arrested,  charged  with  the  mnrder  of  the 
iprisoned  in  the  Chemung  connty  jail.  The 
ed  two  physicians  to  go  to  the  jail  and  examine 
rts  and  breast^  of  the  prisoner,  and  determine 
liad  recently  been  delivered  of  a  child.     She 
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denied  having  been  pregnant,  and  objected  to  being  examined 
by  the  physicians.  But  on  being  told  if  she  did  not  submit 
to  such  examination  force  woul^  be  uaed  to  compel  her  to 
allow  it,  she  made  no  resistance,  and  the  physicians  examined 
her  private  parts  with  a  speculum,  and  also  examined  her 
breasts. 

The  district  attorney  offered  to  prove,  by  the  physicians, 
that  they  were  of  the  opinion,  from  their  examination,  that 
the  prisoner  had  been  delivered  of  a  child  within  two  or 
three  weeks  of  the  time  they  made  their  examination.  But 
the  court  rejected  the  evidence  on  the  ground  that  the  pri- 
soner did  not  voluntarily  submit  to  the  examination,  and  was 
forced  to  submit  to  it  when  she  was  imprisoned  on  the  charge 
of  murdering  a  bastard  child  immediately  after  it  had  been 
bom  alive. 

Justice  Baloom,  in  announcing  the  decision  of  the  court, 
said,  in  substance,  that  the  forcible  examination  of  the  pri- 
soner by  the  physicians  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  evidence 
that  she  had  been  pregnant,  and  had  been  delivered  of  a  child 
within  two  or  three  weeks  previous  to  the  time  of  such  exami- 
nation, was  in  violation  of  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the 
constitution,  which  declares  that  "no  person  shall  be  com-l  ., 
pelled  in  any  criminal  case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself."r" 
They  might  as  well  have  sworn  the  prisoner,  and  compelled'  ^  * 
her,  by  threats,  to  testify  that  she  had  been  pregnant  and  been 
delivered  of  the  child,  as  to  have  compelled  her,  by  threats,  to 
allow  them  to  look  into  her  person,  with  the  aid  of  a  specu- 
lum, to  ascertain  whether  she  had  been  pregnant  and  been 
recently  delivered  of  a  child.  That  the  proceedings  diflEered 
from  any  he  had  any  knowledge  of  He  asked,  "has  this 
court  the  right  to  compel  the  prisoner  now  to  submit  to  an  ^ ^*  (*  '  A 
examination  of  her  private  parts  and  breasts,  by  physicians, 
and  then  have  them  testify  that*  from  such  examination  they 
are  of  the  opinion  she  is  not  a  virgin,  and  has  had  a  child  ? 
It  is  not  possible  that  this  court  has  that  right;  and  it  is  too 
Vol.  XLV  28 
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clear  to  admit  of  argament  that  evidence  thus  obtained  would 
be  inadmissible  against  the  prisoner." 
The  prisoner  was  acquitt^. 

Walter  L.  Dailt,  District  Attorney^  far  the  People. 

BoBBiET  Stephens  &  A.  Bobebibon,  for  the  jpriaoner. 
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OOUBT  OF  APPEALS. 
Fbederick  H.  Pumpelly  agt.  The  Village  of  Owego. 

Where  the  plaintiff  was  taaoed  for  village  purposes,  by  the  aathorities  of 
the  village  of  Owego,  Tioga  county,  N.  T.,  which  was  assessed  and 
levied  under  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  1851  and  1854,  and  the  assess- 
ment was  partly  for  debts  incurred  before  the  enlargement  of  the  village 
boundaries  by  the  act  of  1857,  and  partly  to  meet  the  expenses  for  village 
purposes  subsequently,  the  estimate  for  such  tax  being  prepared  for 
1858,  and  submitted  to  a  meeting  of  the  electors  pursuant  to  the  act  of 
1851,  but  not  being  in  detail  showing  the  sums  necessary  for  each  object 
of  expenditure,  but  a  general  estimate  for  the  sum  of  $1,000: 

Bdd,  that  the  estimate  for  a  mere  gross  amount  was  sufQcient,  and  a  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  statute,  and  the  electors  had  authority  to 
vote  the  tax  in  that  manner.  Besides,  such  authority  does  not  depend 
upon  the  form  in  which  the  estimate  is  prepared  and  submitted  to  them 
by  the  board  of  trustees,  consequently  the  tax  was  legally  assessed  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1851. 

The  plaintiff  was  not  a  resident  or  property-holder  within  the  limits  of 
the  corporate  village  of  Ow^go  before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1857,  but 
if  that  act  was  valid  and  operated  to  amend  the  village  charter  he  became 
such  by  force  of  it  .  The  title  is  "  An  act  enlarging  the  boundaries  of  the 
village  of  Ow^go  in  the  county  of  Tioga." 

Jbldy  that  although  the  title  or  preamble  of  a  statute  may  be  said  to  be  no 
part  of  it,  yet  it  may  be  used  to  enable  the  courts  to  arrive  at  the  inten- 
tion of  its  f  ramers,  and  the  intention  was  clearly  in  this  case  to  amend 
the  old  charter,  and  not  to  create  a  new  corporation,  with  none  of  the 
powers  of  a  municipal  corporation. 

Also  hM,  that  the  twofold  objections  to  the  constitutionality  of  this  act 
were  groundless,  to  wit :  First.  That  the  l^^lature  has  no  constitutional 
authority  to  impose  or  authorize  the  corporation  of  the  village  to  impose 
a  tax  upon  persons  or  property,  thus  brought  into  it,  against  their  consent, 
to  pay  its  existing  debts ;  and.  Second.  That  the  act  was  passed  in  viola- 
tion of  the  constitutional  provision  that  '*  on  the  final  passage  in  either 
house  of  the  l^islature  of  every  act  which  imposes,  continues  or 
revives  a  tax,  or  creates  a  debt  or  charge,  the  question  shall  be  taken  by 
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yeas  and  nays,  and  three-fifths  of  all  the  members  elected  to  such  honse 
shall,  in  such  cases,  be  necessary  to  constitute  a  quorum  therein.'* 

Eeldy  first,  that  there  is  no  constitutional  limitation  upon  the  legislative 
power  to  tax  the  persons  and  property  of  individuals  wittiin  the  state. 
The  power  may  be  executed  as  well  to  pay  debts  incurred  before  the 
property-holder  comes  within  its  jurisdiction,  as  those  incurred  after- 
wards. When  a  Municipal  corporation  is  created,  and  the  state  confers 
upon  it  a  portion  of  its  taxing  power  to  raise  money  for  municipal  pur- 
poses, the  property-holder  within  the  limits  of  the  corporation  is  subject 
to  ta,xatip^,  without  regard  to  the  question  when  the  liabilities  were  con- 
tracted to  discharge  which  the  tax  was  imposed. 

Beld^  second,  that  the  legal  presumption  is  that  the  law  received  the  con- 
stitutional vote  required,  and  that  the  requisite  number  were  present  ait 
its  passage,  although  the  certificate  of  the  secretary  of  state  may  be 
wanting  in  his  publication  of  the  laws,  and  if  it  is  designed  to  raise  that 
question  it  must  be  expressly  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings.  The  com- 
plaint contains  no  express  averment  that  three-fifths  of  all  the  members 
elected  to  each  house  were  not  present  on  the  final  passage  of  the  bill. 
The  plaintiff  avers  that  the  bill  did  not  pass  when  three-fifths  were  pre- 
sent, because  in  the  publication  of  it  by  the  secretary  of  state  the  words 
"  three-fifths  being  present "  nowhere  appear  in  such  publication. 

But  it  was  not  required  that  three-fifths  of  the  members  should  be  present 
at  the  final  passage  of  the  act.  It  simply  enlarged  the  territorial  bounds 
of  the  vUlage.  It  imposed  no  tax,  nor  did  it  continue  or  revive  one,  or 
create  a  debt  or  charge  within  the  provision  of  the  constitution.  It 
became  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  acts  of  1851  ^and  1854  under  which 
the  tax  was  passed,  and  was  on  the  day  of  its  passage  read  and  construed, 
together  with  these  latter  acts,  as  one  entire  act.  Such  was  its  legal 
effect. 

It  is  conclusively  settled  in  this  state  that  an  action  will  not  lie  to  restrain 
the  collection  of  a  tax,  unless  the  case  is  brought  within  some  acknow- 
ledged head  of  equity  jurisdiction. 

There  is  no  allegation  in  this  complaint  bringing  the  case  witliin  any 
acknowledged  head  of  equity  jurisdiction.  The  charge  that  the  corpora- 
tion intend  to  proceed,  and  will  proceed  unless  restrained,  not  only  to 
collect  the  tax  in  question,  but  fi*om  time  to  time  to  assess  and  tax  the 
plaintiff's  property  for  similar  purposes,  amounts  to  nothing  in  that 
direction. 

Where  the  defendant  is  in  default  by  not  demurring  or  answering,  the 
plaintifTs  application  for  the  relief  demanded  in  his  complaint  may  be 
denied  notwithstanding.  In  an  equity  action,  although  no  demurrer  or 
answer  is  interposed,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  judgment  asked 
for  in  his  complaint  as  a  matter  of  course. 

By  the  default  the  defendant's  right  was  not  waived  to  appear  and  object 
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to  the  jtirisdictioii  of  the  court,  and  that  the  complaint  did  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  .  The  Code  expressly  reserves 
the  right  to  a  defendant,  though  the  objection  be  not  taken  either  by 
demurrer  or  answer. 

June  Temi^  1863. 

Appeal  from  order  of  sapreme  court  affirming  an  order 
of  the  special  term,  denying  tlie  relief  demanded  in  the 
plaintiff's  complaint. 

On  the  8th  August,  1868,  the  plaintiff  brought  his  action 
to  restrain  the  defendant  from  collecting  a  tax  assessed 
against  him  as  one  of  the  taxable  inhabitants  of  the  village  of 
Owego,  and  also  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant 
firom  assessing,  levying  and  collecting  like  taxes  in  the  future. 
The  tax  had  been  assessed  upon  the  plaintiff's  property 
situate  within  the  limits  of  the  village  of  Owego,  as  described 
bytan  act  of  the  legislature,  passed  April  15th,  1857,  and  the 
collector  had  levied  upon  a  horse  of  the  plaintiff  for  its  pay- 
ment The  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  sufficiently  appear 
.  in  the  following  opinion. 

The  defendant  interposed  no  answer  or  demurrer  to  the 
complaint,  and  at  a  special  term  held  in  the  county  of  Tioga, 
in  March,  1859,  the  plaintiff  made  an  application  for  the 
relief  demanded  in  the  complaint,  which  was  opposed  by  the 
defendant.  The  relief  demanded  was  denied.  The  plaintiff 
appealed  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  from 
the  order  denying  the  relief  prayed  for  in  the  complaint,  and 
in  November,  1859,  the  general  term  affirmed  the  order. 
On  the  13th  December,  1859,  the  plaintiff  appealed  from  the 
last  mentioned  order  to  this  court. 

Thomas  YiiBxm(yio^jfor  plcdntiff, 

I.  The  trustees,  I  apprehend,  had  the  right  to  cause  to  be 
levied  and  assessed  a  tax  upon  the  real  and  personal  estate 
situate  within  the  boundaries  of  the  village,  as  described  in  the 
act  of  April  15,  1857,  the  sum  of  $1,767.67,  in  addition  to 


222  HEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

PumpcUy  agt.  Village  of  Owego. 

the  $1,000  voted  to  be  raised  at  the  annual  election  in  January, 
1858.  No  special  meeting  was  required.  They  had  the 
right  under  section  seven  of  the  act  of  1854.  By  this  section 
they  were  authorized,  from  time  to  time,  to  raise  by  tax,  and 
levy  and  collect  in  the  manner  provided  by  sections  85,  88, 
87,  88,  89  and  40,  of  the  act  of  1851,  to  pay  off  the  indebted- 
ness. It  is  clear  section  41  of  the  act  of  1851  was  not  at  all 
applicable  to  the  act  of  1854,  hence  it  is  not  mentioned  in 
section  7  of  the  act  of  1854. 

II.  Does  the  default  of  the  defendant  to  anwer  or  demur, 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief  asked  for  in  the  complaint  ? 
I  apprehend  not.  The  defendant  by  so  doing  does  not  waive 
the  "objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,"  nor  the 
"  objection  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action  "  {Code^  §  148). 

This  is  no  new  principle.  "  A  defendant  against  whorp  a 
defaidt  has  been  taken  does  not  waive  his  right  to  move  in 
arrest  of  judgment  for  a  substantial  defect  in  the  declaration, 
by  attending  the  execution  of  a  writ  of  inquiry  "  (2  Dunlap^s^ 
Practice^  689;  1  Cain,  104,  106).  This  was  always 
so  when  the  defendant  did  not  interpose  an  answer  or  a 
demurrer,  but  allows  judgment  by  a  default  (2  Dufdap^s 
Practice^  688;  1  Strange,  425;  6  Taunton,  650;  Bing- 
ham  on  Judgmeivt%,  71 ;  8  id.,  385).  You  may  move  in  arrest 
of  judgment  when  judgment  has  been  taken  by  default 
{Chraham^s  Practice,  2d  ed.,  641,  and  two  of  the  eases  cited; 
1  Strange,  425 ;  6  Moore,  209 ;  8  Seld.,  576). 

The  court  will  in  all  cases,  in  case  of  judgment  by  default, 
where  there  is  a  substantial  defect  in  the  complaint,  allow  an 
arrest  of  judgment.  Judgments  by  default  are  not  given 
with  due  deliberation  (2  Paine  cfe  Duer  Practice,  189 ;  see 
also  140).  Arrest  after  default  (2  Marsh,  826;  1  SeUon^s 
Practice,  498,  499 ;  2  Tidd^s  Practice,  825,  where  the  doc- 
trine is  well  considered  and  cases  cited).  The  plaintiff  must 
set  forth  such  facts  in  his  complaint  as  will  entitle  him  to  the 
relief  asked.     The  defendant  admits  nothing  by  the  default 
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that  is  not  set  forth  and  alleged  as  true  in  the  complaint 
^^  All  that  a  party  admits,"  say  the  coart,  in  Raynor  agt 
Clarke  (3  Code  Hepart^  281),  <^  by  suffering  a  default,  is  the 
truth  of  the  facts  alleged  against  him."  The  plaintiff  can 
daim  no  rights  beyond  the  facts  stated  in  his  complaint 

The  defect  in  the  plaintiff's  complaint  is  fatal  if  it  does  not 
set  forth  an  equitable  cause  of  action,  and  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  the  relief  demanded ;  it  is  one  that  cannot  be  cured  and 
would  not  be  waived  by  any  pleading,  and  the  objection  could 
be  raised  at  any  time  when  the  parties  were  before  the  court, 
at  a  special  or  general  term  (8  Sow.  Pr.  if.,  160,  Basoitlo, 
justice). 

The  principle  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff,  that  tmder  sub- 
division 2  of  section  246,  he  is  entitled  to  the  relief  asked,  is 
not  true  and  cannot  be  sustained.  The  148th  section  of  the 
Code  expressly  reserves  to  the  defendant  the  right  to  object 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  that  the  complaint  does 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  {GoiUd 
et  d,  agt.  OlaaSj  19  Barber^  179,  see  page  186 ;  2  Dueft 
650;  vide  653;  Montgomery  County  Ba/rik  agt.  The 
Albany  City  Bank,  3  Sdd.,  459 ;  vide  464).  The  plain- 
tifi^  in  case  of  a  default,  can  never  have  relief  beyond  that 
demanded  in  his  complaint  {Section  275  of  the  Codi).  ^^  The 
case  made  by  the  complaint,  and  the  limits  of  the  issue  alone 
determine  the  extent  of  the  power  of  the  court "  (2  Eem.j 
841).  That  the  complaint  does  not  show  an  equitable  cause 
of  action,  see  also  the  opinion  of  Mason,  justice,  in  this  case, 
made  at  special  term,  on  motion  to  dissolve  the  temporary 
injunction,  which  is  as  follows,  viz. : 

SUPREME  COURT. 


FREDERICK  H.  PUMPELLY 

agt 
THE  VILLAGE  OF  OWEGO. 


**  The  case  of  DooUttle  agt.  The  Superyieors  of  the  County 
ofBrootJUy  recently  decided  by  the  court  of  appeals,  holds 
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and  decides  that  an  injunction  suit  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in 
equity,  to  restrain  the  levy  and  collection  of  an  illegal  tax, 
cannot  be  maintained  by  a  tax-payer ;  that  it  does  not  belong 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  restrain  the  levy 
and  collection  of  an  illegal  tax  at  the  suit  of  a  tax-payer ;  and, 
following  that  decision,  I  dismissed  the  complaint  in  such  a 
case,  in  the  suit  of  J.  H,  SmWi^  President  of  the  Bank  of 
Norwich^  agt.  The  /Supervisors  of  Chenomgo^  and  the  follow- 
ing cases  may  be  referred  to  as  holding  the  same  doctrine : 
Moore  agt.  Sneedley  and  others^  6  J,  Ch.  Hep.,,  28;  The 
Mayor  of  Brooklyn  agt.  MeserdUy  26  W.  Rep.^  138,  189 ;  2 
Abbott^  260 ;  WiUson  agt.  May  or  ^  eto.y  of  N.  Y.^\  DeniOy 
418 ;  The  Chemical  Bank  agt.  Mayor  of  N.  Zl,  1  Abbott^ 
80 ;  iT.  Y.  Life  Ins.  Go.  agt.  Board  of  Supervisors^  1  *rf.,  250 ; 
id.^  4 ;  id.y  79 ;  4  Duer^  192 ;  Livingston  agt.  HoUenbacky  4 
Barb.  S.  G.  Bep.^  10 ;  Betts  agt.  The  Gity  of  WiUiamaburghy 
15  id.,  255,  263,  264 ;  Bouton  agt.  The  Gity  of  Brooklyn,  7 
J3bw.  Pr.  Bep.,  198 ;  Thatcher  agt.  Dusenhury,  9  id.,  32 ; 
McCoy  agt.  The  CoTpcraiMm  of  ChUlicothe,  3  How.  Ohio  Rep., 
368  ;  Fan  Dome  agt.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  N.  Y.,  9  Paige,  388. 
I  am  aware  that  there  is  conflict  in  the  decisions  of  special 
terms  upon  this  question  in  this  court ;  but,  as  I  understand, 
the  court  of  appeals  have  decided  against  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court  to  restrain,  by  injunction  in  such  a  case,  the  levy 
and  collection  of  an  illegal  tax ;  the  remedy  of  the  party  in 
such  a  case  is  an  action  against  those  who  illegally  impose  the 
tax  {Mygatt  agt.  Washbume,  1  Smithes  N.  Y.  R.,  316).  As 
the  plaintiff  cannot  sustain  this  suit  upon  the  facts  stated  in 
his  complaint,  this  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  injunction 
must  be  granted,  unless  the  defendant's  default  in  not  answer- 
ing the  complaint  presents  an  insuperable  objection  to  the 
granting  of  this  motion,  which  I  do  not  think  it  does.  The 
default  admits  the  &ct  stated  in  the  complaint,  but  does  not 
admit  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded.  On  the 
contrary,  the  defendant  may  claim  and  insist,  when  the  plain 
tiff  applies  to  the  court  for  the  relief  demanded,  that  the 
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plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  judgment  he  asks  for.     He  may 

move  in  arrest  of  judgment  after  default  for  a  substantial 

defect  in  the  complaint  {OrahcmUs  Practice^  642,  2rf  ed,; 

CaUigan  cmd  otJi^rs  agt.  Hallett  and  others^  1  Cain^  104). 

This  motion  to  vacate  injunction  is  granted,  with  ten  dollars 

costs.  '    • 

"  CHARLES  MASON."      ♦ 

It  is  a  fundamental  rule,  which  is  always  indispensable  to 
be  observed,  that  the  bill  must  state  a  case  within  the  appro- 
priate jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity.  If  it  fails  in  this 
respect,  the  error  is  fatal  in  every  state  of  the  cause,  and  can 
never  be  cured  by  any  waiver  or  course  of  proceeding  by  the 
parties ;  for  consent  cannot  confer  a  jurisdiction  not  vested 
by  law  {Stary^s  Equity  Pleadings^  9,  §  10  /  also  §  34). 

Before  the  complaint  was  framed,  the  plaintiff  should  liave 
seen  whether  he  had  not  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  (1  Story\9 
Eg.  Juri»prUdencej  97,  §  80).  If  so,  I  apprehend  he  should 
have  sought  relief  there. 

The  complaint  must  state  sufficient  matter  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  a  decree.  No  relief  can  be  granted  except  for 
matters  stated  therein  (1  Barber* s  Ch.  Pr.^  39  /  Crockett  agt. 
Lee,  7  Wheat,  522). 

The  plaintiff,  under  the  old  chancery  practice,  was  not 
entitled  to  his  decree  when  the  bill  was  taken  ^o  confesao^ 
as  a  matter  of  course.  The  cause  had  to  be  brought  to  a 
hearing,  the  same  as  where  an  answer  was  put  in.  And  it  was 
not  the  practice  of  this  court  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  take  a 
decree  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  and  he  was  not 
permitted  to  draw  up  the  decree  (1  Hoffmanns  Ch.  Pr.,  551 ; 
Rose  agt.  Woodruff,  4  J.  Ch.  Hep.,  547;  2  Barl.  Qh.  Pr., 
97  ;  Lube's  Eg.  Pleadings,  29,  note  [1] ;  Geary  agt.  Sheridan, 
8  Ves.,  192 ;  2  Maddock's  Ch.  Pr.,  247,  248).  These  cases 
clearly  show  that  the  decree  is  not  to  be  granted  unless  the 
complaint  sets  forth  such  a  state  of  facts  as  would  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  the  relief  claimed.  The  failing  to  demur  does  not 
Vol.  XLV  29 
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waive  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  object  ou  the  trial,  for  the 
firet  time,  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  fectB  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  canse  of  action  {Higgins  v.  Fnrman,  2  Jhier, 
650;  3  Seld.,  464  ;  19  Bafi.,  186). 

An  incurable  defect  is  not  waived  by  any  pleadings,  but 
naay  be  taken  advantage  of  at  any  time  (8  Sow.  Pr.  JHep., 
'  159 ;  IS  JBarb.,  iH). 

The  defendant,  under  the  second  aubdivision  of  sec  246, 
was  obliged  to  apply  to  the  court  for  the  relief  demanded  in 
the  complaint,  and  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  eight  dayV 
notice,  and  had  the  right  to  appear  and  oppose  the  relief 
demanded  on  two  grounds;  want  of  jurisdiction,  and  that  the 
complaint  did  not  set  forth  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  - 
cause  of  action  {Code  §  148,  Sule  24;  1859  Voorhtes'  Code, 
201). 

An  injunction  can  only  be  granted  when  it  appears  by  the 
complaint  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded 
{Morgan  agt,  Quac&enhush,  22  Sarh.,  76 ;  1  Paige  Gh.  Jiep., 
97 ;  §  219,  Code ;  i  Kem.,  537,  538).  The  Code  has  not,  by 
the  union  of  equitable  and  legal  powers,  enlarged  in  any  respect 
the  previous  powers  of  the  courts  to  grant  injunctions  where 
a  perpetual  injunction  was  the  relief  sought  (4  Drier  Suj).  Ct. 
Rep.,  192). 

It  is  clear,  I  apprehend,  from  the  authorities  above  cited, 
and  from  section  148  of  the  Code,  that  the  defendants  have 
not  waived  the  right  to  object  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
etc. ;  and  the  following  authorities,  relied  upon  by  tlie  plain- 
tiff to  show  jarisdictioii  in  this  court,  cannot  be  considered  as 
applicable  to  this  case  (2  Seld.,  147 ;  4  Paige,  77 ;  2  id.,  509 ; 
6  CW.,  726,  727;  15  Jf.   J".,  622,  617;  1  Clark  V.  Ch. 
71). 
ifl  clear,  too,  that  the  complaint  does  not  eiiow  a  case 
would  authorize  the  court  to  grant  an  injunction.     The 
t  will  not  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  collecting 
tax. 
.1.  Has  the  supreme  court  the  power,  and  the  right,  to 
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restrain  the  collection  of  a  public  tax?  Has  it  the  jurisdic- 
tional right  ?  If  it  had  the  power,  will  this  court  reverse  its 
judgment  and  remit  the  case  back  to  that  court,  inasmuch  as 
the  granting  of  an  injunction  rests  very  much  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court  ? 

1st.  The  granting  or  the  refusing  of  an  injunction  is  a  mat- 
ter resting  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court.  It  should 
never  be  granted  unless  it  is  a  fit  and  appropriate  mode  of 
redress  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  (2  Story^s  Eq. 
JvHsprvdence^  §  959  a,  §  959  h;  Baoo7i  agt.  Jones,  4 
Mylne  cfe  Craig,  433;  BramweU  agt.  Halcomb,  3  Mylne 
<&  Craig,  737 ;  see  the  remarks  of  lord  CoUenham  /  Brown 
agt.  NewelZ,  2  Mylne  &  Craig,  570,  571 ;  mde  lord 
Bbougham's  remarks ;  The  Ea/rl  of  Ripon  agt.  Hdbart,  1 
Cooper's  Select  Cases,  333 ;  S.  C,  3  Mylne  &  Keen,  169). 

The  tax  was  collected  by  the  collector  immediately  after 
the  injunction  was  dissolved  at  special  term.  Hence,  the 
plaintiff  could  take  nothing  now  by  his  action,  and  his  only 
object  now  is  costs;  this  the  court  will  not  Countenance 
{Bonapart  agt.  Camden  dk  Amboy  R.  R,  Co.,  1  Baldwin 
Circuit  Ct.  Rep.,  218).  Justice  Baldwin  says:  "  There  is  no 
power,  the  exercise  of  which  is  more  delicate,  which  requires 
greater  caution,  deliberation  and  sound  discretion,  or  is  more 
dangerous  in  a  doubtful  case,  than  the  issuing  of  an  injunc- 
tion. It  is  the  strong  arm  of  equity,  that  never  ought  to  be 
extended  unless  to  cases  of  great  injury,  where  courts  of  law 
cannot  afford  an  adequate  or  commensurate  remedy  in 
damages.  The  right  must  be  clear,  the  injury  impending 
threatened,  so  as  to  be  averted  only  by  the  protective  process 
of  injunction." 

2d.  The  plaintiff,  upon  principle  and  authority,  was  not 
entitled  to  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint.  The  court 
will  not  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  collection  of  a  tax, 
but  will  leave  the  party  to  his  legal  remedy.  The  review 
and  correction  of  all  errors,  mistakes  and  abuses,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  the  power  of  inferior  ^nd  subordinate  jurisdictions, 
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and  in  the  official  acts  of  public  officers,  belongs  exclusively 
to  the  supreme  court. 

The  following  authorities  may  be  relied  upon  to  maintain 
and  sustain  the  foregoing  principles,  viz. :  Moores  agt.  Sneed- 
Uy  et  al,^  6  J,  Ch,  Rep,^  28,  31 ;  Livingston  agt.  HoUenhdok,, 
4  Barhj  9,  16 ;  Van  Rensselaer  agt.  Kidd^  4  irf.,  17-19 ; 
Van  Dom  et  al.  agt.  The  Mayor ^  etc.,  of  iT.  Zl,  9  Paige^ 
^88-391 ;  Wiggm  agt.  The  Mayor,  etc.,  of  New  Torh,  9  id., 
18 ;  The  Mayor  of  BrooTdyn  agt.  Messerole,  26  W.  Rep.,  132 
to  141 ;  The  People  ex  rel.  OnderdonJc  agt.  The  Supervisors 
of  Queens  Co.  et  al.,  1  HUl,  195,  200 ;  Betts  agt.  The  City 
of  WiUiamshurgh,  15  Barh.,  265,  263 ;  2  Ahb.,  248,  250  ; 
BlaJce  agt.  The  City  of  BrooUyn,  26  Ba/rh.,  301,  302,  303  and 
304 ;  Woods  agt.  Draper  et  al.,  24  i^.,  187  to  199  ;  Jfa(7<9  ^ 
al.  agt.  7%^  Trustees  of  Newburg,  15  Zr<?to.  Pr.  ^^^.,  161 
to  164 ;  7%6  Chemical  Bank  agt.  J/i^  Mayor  of  N.  Y.  et  al., 
12  id.,  476,  478 ;  Bouton  agt.  7%^  6%y  ^  Brooklyn  et  al.,  7 
i6?.,  198,  205  to  208 ;  DooliiAe  et  al.  agt.  7%^  Supervisors  of 
Broome,  16  i^.,  512  to  525 ;  /Sam^  agt.  Same,  18  iV^.  I^.,  155 
to  168 ;  Heywood  agt.  7%^  Oi^y  (?/*  Buffalo  et  al.,  4  Kern., 
534  j5<?  546 ;  25  iV^.  Y.,  312 ;  24  i^.,  93 ;  Fredericks  agt. 
Jf65y^,  1  Bomjo.,  227,  232 ;  The  N.  Y.  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt. 
The  Supervisors  of  the  City  of  If.  Y.,  4  Duer,  192,  198  and 
200;  Jf(97i^  agt.  Harper  et  al.,  3  Edw.  Ch.  Rep.,  109  ;  Noah 
agt.  Brown  et  al.,^  Hopk.,  347. 

"An  injunction  to  restrain  a  collector  from  selling  the 
plaintiff's  property  to  satisfy  a  school  tax,  assessed  by  the 
proper  school  district,  is  not  within  the  scope  of  equitable 
relief"  {Sayer  agt.  Tompkins,  23  Miss.  [2  Jone^  Rep.],  443) ; 
17  n^.  S.  Digest,  324,  JVo.  18).  "  The  supreme  court  will  not 
interfere,  by  injunction,  to  prevent  a  sale  of  personal  pro- 
perty for  non-payment  of  taxes  "  {Lockwood  agt.  St.  Louis, 
2i  Miss.  [3  Jones'],  20;  17  U.  S.  D.,  324,  No.  19). 

Equity  will  not  interfere,  by  injunction,  to  protect  a  legal 
right  which  may  be  tried  at  law,  unless  under  very  special 
circumstances  ( Wooden  agt.   Wooden,  2  Qreert^s  Ch.  R.,  429). 


^. 
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A  court  of  equity  cannot  enjoin  the  collection  of  a  tax  in 
the  ordinary  way,  even  if  the  law  authorizing  the  tax  is  uncon- 
stitutional {McCoy  agt.  ChUioothe,  3  Ham,^  380). 

A  party  aggrieved  by  the  action  of  the  county  commis- 
sioners in  the  assessment  of  taxes  against  him  cannot  maintain 
a  bill  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  the  collection  of  the  tax 
{HugJiea  agt.  Kline^  30  Penn.^  227;  Dean  agt.  Todd^  22 
Missouri  [1  Jonea]^  90.  See  the  cases  died  in  TiUinghast 
&  Shemian^s  Practice^  685). 

An  injunction  will  not  be  granted  to  restrain  the  collection 
of  a  tax,  notwithstanding  the  assessment  and  warrant  are 
illegal  and  void,  as  the  legal  remedy  in  such  case  is  adequate. 
Courts  of  equity  will  not  interfere  with  the  speedy  collection 
of  taxes,  except  upon  the  clearest  grounds  {Dodd  agt.  The 
City  of  Hartford^  25  Corm.^  232 ;  vide  Bolster  agt.  Caterlm^ 
10  /nrf.,  117 ;  Moons  agt,  Sneedley  et  al.j  6  J.  Ch.  Itep.y  28, 
cAove  cited). 

The  plaintiffi  were  owners  of  land  situate  in  the  town  of 
Mooers,  Clinton  county.  The  supervisors  of  the  county,  at 
their  annual  meeting,  passed  a  resolution  allowing  a  bounty 
of  twenty  dollars  against  the  town  for  each  grown  wolf  killed 
therein  since  the  last  annual  town  meeting.  The  town,  at  its 
annual  meeting,  having  so  voted,  wolves  were  killed,  and  the 
supervisors  allowed  against  the  town  the  sum  of  twenty 
dollars  and  forty  cents,  which  was  included  in  the  tax  list, 
and  the  warrant  was  issued  and  delivered  to  the  collector  of 
the  town.  That  most  of  the  moneys  were  allowed  to  persons 
not  residents  of  the  town,  and  a  greater  proportion  of  the 
wolves  were  killed  after  the  time  allowed  for  that  purpose. 
The  supervisors  decided  that  non-residents  were  equally 
entitled  to  the  bounty  as  residents.  An  injunction  was  prayed 
for  to  stay  the  collection  of  the  tax  until  the  plaintiff  could 
obtain  a  mandamus  to  compel  the  supervisore  to  vacate  their 
resolution,  or  that  a  certiorari  issue  to  remove  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  supervisors  into  the  supreme  court.  The  injunc- 
tion was  granted,  and  was  afterward  dissolved,  the  court 
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holding  that  it  had  no  authority  to  review  and  correct  errors 
and  mistakes  and  abuses  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  sub- 
ordinate public  jurisdiction  and  the  official  acts  of  public 
officers;  that  belonged  to  the  supreme  court  exclusively. 

The  case  of  Livingston  agt.  Hollenhack^  4  Ba/rh,^  9.  The 
complaint  had  been  filed  and  an  injunction  obtained  to 
restmin  the  sheriflf  from  advertising  and-selling  the  plaintiffs 
land  to  collect  a  tax  that  had  been  imposed  under  the  act 
passed  May  13,  1846,  to  equalize  taxation.  An  error  com- 
plained of,  and  the  principal  one,  was,  that  the  assessors  had 
refused  to  receive  the  affidavits  of  the  plaintiff  and  correct 
the  assessment  in  accordance  therewith,  whereby  the  plaintiff 
was  required  to  pay  taxes  on  property  that  he  had  not.  The 
court  held  that  the  illegal  items  included  in  the  tax  did  not 
vitiate  it.  The  court  say,  if  the  proceedings  are  void  the  law 
affords  an  adequate  remedy  without  a  resort  to  a  bill  in  equity. 
The  supreme  court  has  no  power  to  restain,  by  injunction, 
the  collection  of  taxes  irregularly  or  erroneously  assessed. 

The  principle  is  fully  decided  by  the  cases  above  cited,  that 
in  case  of  a  void  or  voidable  tax,  the  remedy  for  the  party 
aggrieved  is  by  seeking  his  redress  in  a  court  of  law,  and  not 
el8ewhei:e. 

The  case  of  Seywood  agt.  The  City  of  Buffalo^  4  Kem,^ 
above  cited,  would  seem  to  dispose  of  this  case,  and  it  is  in 
many  respects  almost  identical.  It  is  alleged  that  the  tax 
imposed  was  wholly  imauthorized  and  entirely  without 
authority.  The  tax  was  levied  under  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture which  authorized  and  empowered  the  common  council  to 
purchase  or  lease,  in  any  portion  of  the  city,  land  for  school- 
houses,  fencing,  and  building  thereon,  etc.  The  taxes  for 
such  purposes  were  to  be  levied  upon  each  separate  district. 
There, was  a  large  amount  included  in  the  tax  for  purposes 
not  mentioned  in  the  act,  but  should  have  been  levied  upon 
the  property  of  the  city  and  included  in  the  general  tax. 
The  court  held  that  no  injunction  could  issue,  and  that  the 
party  must  prosecute,  to  get  redress,  in  a  court  of  law. 
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The  courts  of  this  state  liav6  no  power  to  restrain  the. acts 
of  officers  who  are  proceeding  under  authority  of  a  law  of  the 
state,  even  though  the  law  be  unconstitutional  (2  Ahb.^  248). 
Without  further  reviewing  the  authorities  above  cited,  it  may 
be  asserted  as  true  that  the  plaintiff  in  his  complaint  has  not 
charged  or  imputed  to  the  defendant  any  fi*aud  in  causing  the 
tax  to  be  levied  and  raised  ;  nor  is  it  alleged  or  pretended 
that  the  acts  of  the  defendant  will  lead  to  a  multiplicity  of 
suits ;  nor  is  it  asserted  that  the  plaintiff  will  suffer  an  irrep- 
arable injury ;  nor  does  the  complaint  show  that  the  plaintiff 
has  not  a  perfect  remedy  at  law.  Is  it  not  quite  clear,  then, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  not  set  forth  in  his  complaint  an  equitable 
cause  of  action  ?  There  is  no  cause  to  interfere  by  injunction. 
There  was  no  substantial  injury  about  to  be  done  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  collector  was  proceeding  to  collect  a  tax  that 
had  been  properly  assessed  upon  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
one  that  was  obligatory  until  reversed  by  the  supreme  court 
upon  certiorari  There  is  not  a  fact  stated  in  the  complaint 
that  would  render  the  tax  void,  unless  the  court  should  hold 
the  act  enlarging  the  boundaries  of  the  village,  passed  April 
15,  1857,  was  void.  The  mere  fact  that  improper  items  were 
included  in  the  tax  does  not  render  it  void.  It  can  only  be 
attacked  by  ^proceeding  by  certiorari^  brought  to  the  supreme 
court  for  that  specific  purpose.  The  action  and  doings  of  the 
trustees  and  assessors  were  judicial  acts  in  making  the  assess- 
ment. 

An  action  will  not  lie  to  restrain  the  collection  of  a  tax,  on 
the  bare  ground  that  the  assessment  was  illegal.  There 
must  be,  in  addition,  facts  bringing  the  case  under  some 
acknowledged  head  of  equity  jurisdiction  (25  iT.  Y.;  The 
SuaquehaTvaa  Bank  agt.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Broome 
Ckyiinty  et  al.). 

IV.  The  supreme  court  has  no  more  power,  when  sitting 
as  a  court  of  equity,  than  the  chancellor  formerly  had.  The 
court  has  not  enlarged  the  equitable  powers  of  the  court  (4 
Kem.y  5a7). 
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Notwithstanding  the  Code  has  abolished  the  distinctions  at 
law  and  suits  in  equity  by  section  69,  yet  equity  jurisprudence 
remains  a  distinct  branch,  and  which  has  been  repeatedly 
recognized  by  our  courts;  nothing  is  dispensed  with  except 
the  former  names  of  actions.  The  subject-matter  that  consti- 
tutes the  basis  of  the  claim  to  relief,  must  be  stated  now  as 
well  as  formerly  (  WUlard^s  Equity  Jurisprudence^  36,  37). 
And  although  section  69  has  abolished  the  forms  of  actions, 
and  section  140  of  the  forms  of  pleading,  there  is  not  any 
section  that  has  abolished  the  causes  of  actions,  and  none  that 
has  compounded  them  into  one  homogeneous  mass  (12  H. 
Pr,  H.,  529,  523 ;  3  Kem.y  493).  Justice  Selden  remarks : 
"  It  is,  in  my  judgment,  clear  that  the  legislature  has  not  the 
constitutional  power  to  reduce  all  actions  to  one  homogene- 
ous form."  The  common  law  remains  as  much  the  standard 
of  civil  rights  as  ever ;  equity  is,  as  it  always  was,  auxiliary 
to  it,  and  is  never  to  be  invoked  excepting  where  the  rules  of 
law  are  found  inadequate  to  afford  such  relief  as  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  particular  cases  demand.  In  addition  to  the 
cases  referred  to  under  the  third  point,  vide  2  U.  S.  Equity 
Digest  J  151,  No.  324,  where  many  of  the  cases  under  this 
head  are  collected. 

The  Code  has  not  authorized  the  supreme  court  to  grant 
injunctions  in  cases  where  it  could  not  before  (4  Duer^  192, 
198).     It  cannot  restrain  the  acts  of  the  village  in  this  case. 

Y.  The  act  passed  April  15, 1857,  enlarging  the  boundaries 
of  the  village,  was  constitutional.  If  not,  the  act  passed 
April  6,  1860,  made  it  so,  and  legalized  "  the  acts  and  doings 
of  the  trustees  in  levying  or  collecting  taxes,  and  all  taxes 
levied  since  the  passage  of  that  act  (1857)." 

The  legal  presumption  is  that  the  law  received  the  consti- 
tutional vote  required,  and  that  the  requisite  number  were 
present  at  its  passage,  although  the  certificate  of  the  secretary 
to  that  effect  was  wanting ;  and  if  it  is  designed  to  raise  that 
question,  it  must  be  expressly  put  in  issue  by  the  pleading  (4 
Seld.y  317  to  330;  22  W.  Rep.,  9;  25  id.,  608). 
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2d.  The  act  of  April  15,  1857,  simply  enlarged  the  terri- 
torial bounds  of  the  village.  It  imposed  no  tax,  nor  did  it 
continue  or  revive  one,  or  create  a  debt  or  charge,  within 
article  7,  section  14  of  the  constitution  {The  People  agt.  The 
Supervisors  of  Chenango^  4  Sdd,^  318).  The  acts  that  author- 
ized the  imposing  of  the  tax  were  passed  April  9,  1851,  and 
April  15, 1854,  and  were  applicable  to  the  then  present  boun- 
daries, but  on  the  15th  of  April,  1857,  the  act  last  mentioned 
became  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  acts  of  1851  and  1854,  and 
was  then  on  that  day  read  and  so  construed  together  as  one 
entire  act;  such  was  the  legal  effect  {Ely  cfe  CaUin  agt. 
Horton^  15  If.  J".,  595-598 ;  Sedgwick  on  Statutes  a/nd  Cor^ 
stitutional  ZaWy  247-251). 

It  was  made  the  duty  of  the  legislature  to  provide  for  the 
organization  of  cities  and  incorporated  villages,  and  to  restrict 
their  power  of  taxation,  assessment,  borrowing  money,  con- 
tracting debts,  and  loaning  their  credit,  so  as  to  prevent 
abuse  in  assessments,  and  in  contracting  debts  by  such 
municipal  corporations  {Article  8,  §  9,  ^  the  Constitution  of 
this  State;  24  Barb.y  446,  et  sequiPwr ;  13  H.  Fr,  Rep,^  204). 
The  power  to  tax  is  incorporated  in  the  village  charter,  which 
is  set  forth  in  the  plaintiff's  complaint. 

3d.  It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  act 
of  April,  15,  1857,  is  not  an  amendment  of  the  village  charter, 
but  is  aii  independent  act,  and  does  not  carry  with  it  to  the 
new  territory  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  charter,  and  that 
the  village  of  Owego  has  the  same  powers  given  by  statute  to 
all  corporations,  and  none  other  (2  R.  S.,  6th  ed.,y  596,  §  3). 
This  strikes  me  as  a  monstrous  proposition,  and  too  absurd  to 
admit  of  argument. 

The  title  of  the  act,  "An  act  enlarging  the  boundaries 
of  the  village  of  Owego,  in  the  county  of  Tioga,  passed  April 
15,  1857,"  recognizes  the  village,  and  declares  the  object  of 
the  act ;  and  the  second  section  repeals  the  provisions  of  any 
act  heretofore  passed  inconsistent  with  this  act.  Now,  all 
that  was  inconsistent  with  it  was  the  acts  before  passed -that 
Vol.  XLV  30 
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related  to  the  boundaries,  and  the  remainder  of  the  charter 
remained  unaltered. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  title  or  preamble  of  the  act  is  not 
part  of  it.  Both  in  England  and  in  this  country  it  was  the 
common  practice  to  state  in  the  preamble  the  motives  and 
inducements  to  the  passage  of  the  law.  In  this  country  it  is 
used  by  jurists  as  a  ^uide  to  the  intention  of  the  legislature, 
and  lord  Coke  and  lord  Baoon  held  that  the  preamble  was 
the  key  to  open  the  understanding  of  the  statute.  It  enables 
the  court  to  arrive  at  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  the  act 
{Sedgwick  on  Statutes  and  Constitutional  Law^  54  a'nd  56). 

The  act  must  be  considered  an  amendment  of  the  charter 
that  was  clearly  and  manifestly  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture, and  all  the  property  included  within  its  corporate 
bounds  was  subject  to  taxation  {The  People  agt.  The  Mayor 
of  Brooklyn^  4  Comst.j  419-442). 

The  inhabitants  that  lived  without  the  limits  by  the  act  of 
1854,  and  within  the  limits  by  the  act  of  1857,  were  not 
exempt  from  taxation  by  the  act,  and  were  therefore  subject 
to  be  assessed. 

4th.  It  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  was  liable  to  be  assessed  to 
pay  off  and  discharge  the  then  existing  liabilities  of  the  village 
as  well  as  future  liabilities.  The  plaintiff,  upon  being  brought 
within  the  corporation,  immediately  became  entitled  to  an 
equal  participation  of  all  the  blessings  and  rights  that  naturally 
flow  from  a  well-regulated  incorporated  village  to  its  inhabit- 
ants, and  he  was  also  required,  by  his  new  relation,  to  bear 
hifi  proportion  of  the  burdens  imposed,  to  more  effectually 
secure  his  new  acquired  rights. 

In  Sharp  et  al.  agt.  Spier  (4  HUlj  82),  Bronson,  J., 
says :  "  Our  laws  have  made  a  plain  distinction  between 
taxes  which  are  burdens  or  charges  imposed  upon  per- 
sons or  property  to  raise  money  for  public  purposes,  and 
assessments  for  city  and  village  improvements,  which  are 
not  regarded  as  burdens,  but  as  an  equivalent  or  compensa- 
tion for  the  enhanced  value  which  the  property  of  the  person 
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lias  derived  from  the  improvement "  {See  also  The  People  agt. 
T/ie  Mayor  of  Brooklyn^  4  ComsL'y  419,  428,  434). 

The  plaiiitiif  claims  that  it  is  inequitable  to  tax  him  to  pay 
off  an  indebtedness  that  had  accrued  against  the  village  for 
improvements  and  the  purchase  of  land  for  village  purposes 
prior  to  April  15,  1857.  Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  lived 
within  the  bounds  of  the  village  as  iBixed  by  the  act  of  April, 
1854,  and  he  had  then  been  possessed  of  a  large  amount  of  pro- 
perty that  was  not  subject  to  taxation,  and  while  the  law  thus 
blood  the  debts  were  contracted,  but  before  the  debts  were 
paid  the  charter  was  amended  so  as  make  the  property  before 
exempt  taxable,  can  it  be  said  that  the  property  thus  made 
liable  to  taxation  could  not  be  taxed  to  help  pay  off  the  debts 
so  due  and  owing  ?  No  one,  I  apprehend,  would  so  contend 
(10  W.  liep.^f  186),  and  yet  this  seems  to  be  the  doctrine  con- 
tended for  by  the  plaintiff.  Would  a  person  who  should 
settle  within  the  limits  of  the  village,  after  the  debts  had  been 
contracted  and  before  all  were  paid,  and  bring  with  him  a 
large  amount  of  property  subject  to  taxation,  be  exempt  ? 
The  proposition  is,  to  me,  preposterous.  It  is  contrary  to 
the  very  principles  of  our  government.  As  well  might  a 
man  who  should  move  from  Connecticut  and  settle  in  this 
state,  and  bring  with  him  ^500,000,  object  to  being  taxed  to 
pay  the  debts  of  our  state  that  had  been  previously  incurred. 

VI.  The  plaintiff  has  mistaken  his  remedy,  if  there  was  any 
error  committed  that  the  law  would  recognize  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants  or  the  assessors.  He  should  have  sought  his 
redress  through  the  courts  of  law,  by  action,  or  the  proceed- 
ings should  have  been  reviewed  upon  certiorari  issued  for 
that  purpose  (15  W.  Rep.,  198-211 ;  4  Kenx.y  534,  539^  540; 
16  .BarJ.,  249 ;  15  id.,  255,  263;  26  id.,  301,  304;  29  irf., 
396 ;  15  H.  Pr.  Rep.,  161 ;  7  id.,  198,  206  \^RD.  Smith, 
675). 
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N.  W.  Davis, /br  defendant. 

The  Bummons  and  complaint  were  served  on  the  defendant 
on  the  28th  day  of  August,  1858.  No  answer  or  demurrer 
was  put  in,  though  the  defendants  appeared  by  attorney. 

The  plaintiff,  on  due  noticoi  to  defendants,  applied  to  the 
court  at  a  special  term,  held  at  Owego  on  the  18th  day  of 
March,  1859,  for  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint. 

The  court  denied  the  plaintiff's  application  for  relief  on 
the  ground  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  of  an  equitable  nature  ;  equita- 
ble relief  only  being  demanded. 

SUPREME  COURT. 


FREDERICK  H.  PUMPELLY  _        . 

agt.  ^--.^_^^^. —  Term, 

THE  VILLAGE  OP  OWEGO. 


f  Tioga  Special  Ti 
I      March^  1867. 


Copy  Justice  Balcom's  Opinion  at  Special  Term^ 

The  plaintiff  is  a  resident  of  the  village  of  Owego,  and  has 
brought  this  action  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  collecting  a 
tax  assessed  against  him,  as  one  of  the  taxable  inhabitants  of 
the  village,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant 
from  assessing  like  taxes  in  future.  The  defendant  made 
default  in  answering,  and  the  plaintiff  now  applies  to  the 
court  for  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint.  The  defend- 
ant opposes  the  granting  of  the  relief,  on  the  ground  that  the 
complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action. 

Baloom,  J. — This  action  being  an  equitable  one,  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  entitled  to  judgment  as  a  matter  of  course.  He  is 
obliged  to  apply  to  the  court  for  the  relief  demanded  in  the 
complaint  {Code^  §  246,  svh.  2).  And  there  being  no  answer, 
he  cannot  have  any  relief  exceeding  that  demanded  in  his 
complaint  {Cod^^  %  275).    When  judgment  has  been  entered 
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by  default,  upon  a  complaint  that  does  not  show  a  cause  of 
action,  the  defendant  may  appeal  therefrom  to  the  general 
term  {Maynor  agt.  Cla/rke^  3  Code^  230 ;  Caines,  104 ;  Cha. 
Pr.j  2d  ed.j  641 ;  Wilhingaon  agt.  Tiffamy^  4  Abh.^  98).  And 
I  am  of  the  opinion  the  plaintiff  should  not  have  judgment  in 
an  action  wherein  he  must  apply  to  the  court  for  it,  though 
the  defendant  do  not  answer,  if  the  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  amount 
of  tax  assessed  upon  the  defendant's  property  is  only  forty 
dollars  and  seven  cents ;  but  the  value  of  the  horse  which  the 
collector  seized  on  the  warrant  for  the  collection  of  it  is  $150. 
Now,  if  the  tax  is  void,  the  plaintiff  has  a  perfect  legal 
remedy  against  the  trustees  who  issued  the  warrant,  and  must 
pursue  that;  and  I  think  the  suspicions  and  belief  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  is  about  to  assess  other  taxes  on 
his  property,  do  not  furnish  any  ground  for  restraining  the 
assessment  thereof;  and  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  complaint 
does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action 
of  an  equitable  nature,  and  equitable  relief  only  is  demanded 
in  it.  This  conclusion  agrees  with  that  arrived  at  by  brother 
Mason,  when  he  decided  the  motion  to  dissolve  the  temporary 
injunction  issued  in  the  action.  The  motion  for  judgment 
for  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint  must  be  denied,  with 
ten  dollars  costs. 

From  this  order,  denying  plaintiff's  application,  he  appealed 
to  the  court  at  general  term,  where  the  order  was  affirmed ; 
from  which  order  of  affirmation  he  now  appeals  to  this 
court. 

I.  If  it  is  true  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  of  an  equitable  nature, 
still  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded. 

1.  We  insist  that  the  default  of  the  defendant  to  answer 
or  demur,  in  all  cases,  entitles  the  plaintiff  {under  svh,  2, 
§  246,  Code)  to  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint. 

The  relief,  of  course,  must  be  such  as  the  court  has  power 
to  grant ;  but,  we  submit,  there  is  no  other  qualification. 
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AH  the  conditions  required  by  this  provision  of  the  Code, 
to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  judgment,  are : 

Ist.  A  summons  and  complaint. 

2d.  Service  and  proof  thereof. 

3d.  Failure  to  answer  or  demur ;  then, 

4:th.  The  judgment  may  be  had. 

The  word  "  may,"  in  that  connection,  we  insist  is  impera- 
twCy  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  the  judgment,  and  requiring 
judgment  to  be  rendered. 

Thus  it  was  held  in  Alderman  BaohweWs  Case  (1  Vern.^ 
152)  that  the  chancellor  was  bound  to  grant  a  commission  of 
bankruptcy,  on  due  application  and  proof,  though  the  words 
of  the  statute  were  that  he  may  grant  {Newhurgh  Turn- 
pike  Co.  agt.  Miller ^  5  J.  Ch.  H.y  113). 

The  complaint  may  be  defective,  still  "judgment  may  be 
had."     The  remedy  for  such  defects  is  by  demurrer. 

The  Code  is  professedly  an  entire  if  not  a  perfect  system 
of  practice.  The  rights  and  the  remedies  prescribed  are 
intended  to  be  exclusive,  and  not  concurrent  with  others 
differing  from  them.  The  causes  of  demurrer  are  to  be  taken 
advantage  of  by  demurrer,  and  not  by  motion  or  on  motion. 

If  the  court,  on  motion  for  judgment,  give  effect  to  the 
objection  that  the  complaint  does  not  set  out  a  cause  of. 
action  and  deny  the  motion,  the  anomaly  is  presented  of  an 
action  remaining  in  court  with  no  mode  of  terminating  it, 
either  by  judgment  or  otherwise.  And  the  provision  of  the 
Code,  '*  that  judgment  may  be  had,"  is  nullified. 

The  position  which  we  here  take  is  in  accordance  with  the 
old  practice. 

"A  judgment  by  default  is  an  implied  admission  of  the 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action"  (1  Dunlap^s  Pr.,  374,  and 
note  23). 

Pain^  and  Duer  enumerate  four  descriptions  of  judgment, 
of  which  the  third  mentioned  is  as  follows  : 

"  3.  For  the  plaintiff,  when  the  facts,  and  the  law  arising 
thereon,  are  admitted  by  the  defendant ;  which  is  the  case  in 
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judgments  by  confession,  non  stmt  informatus  and  nihil  dioit " 
(2  Paine  <£  Duer  Pr.,  231,  232). 

The  judgment  which  we  ask  for  here  is  like  the  former 
judgment  by  nihil  dicitj  on  which  the  facts  and  the  law 
arising  thereon  are  admitted  by  the  defendant. 

So,  in  the  court  of  chancery,  upon  a  bill  taken  ^o  confesao^ 
Hoffman,,  in  his  practice,  says :  "  According  to  my  experi- 
ence the  course  of  our  courts  has  been  to  allow  the  plaintiff 
to  take  a  decree  according  to  his  prayer  "  (1  Hoff.  Pr,^  561). 

And  in  the  supreme  court,  under  its  preseht  organization, 
where  a  suit  was  commenced  by  a  tax-payer  to  restrain  the 
common  council  of  New  York  from  certain  alleged  misap- 
propriations of  the  funds  of  the  city,  and  default  was  made, 
no  answer  or  demurrer  having  been  put  in,  judge  Edmonds 
held,  upon  application  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  relief  demanded 
in  the  complaint,  that  the  defendants,  by  suffering  the  bill  to 
be  taken  as  confessed,  had  conceded  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  as  well  as  the  title  to  the  relief  asked  for,  and  gave 
judgment  accordingly  {Adrianoe  agt.  TJte  Mayor  of  New 
York,  1  Barb.  S.  C.  i?.,  19). 

"  When  a  bill  praying  an  injunction  is  taken  pro  confesso^ 
a  perpetual  injunction  will  be  decreed"  {Eden  on  Injuno- 
tionsy  253,  Ist  Am.  ed.). 

But  a  ground  of  objection  to  this  motion  has  been  attempted 
to  be  drawn  from  the  former  practice  of  this  court,  by  which 
judgment  was  sometimes  arrested. 

True,  after  judgment  by  default,  the  defendant  might, 
within  four  days  after  entry  of  judgment  under  the  former 
practice,  move  in  arrcit  of  judgment  for  any  such  defect  in 
the  declaration  as  would  render  the  judgment  reversible. 

Under  the  Code,  however,  there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  a 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment. 

The  entry  of  judgment  in  all  cases  is  specifically  provided 
for  by  the  Code,  and,  when  entered,  it  is  a  final  judgment, 
and  there  is  no  power  left  in  the  court  to  modify  the  prac- 
tice in  this  respect. 
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If  there  be  such  defect  in  the  complaint  now  as  would, 
under  the  former  practice,  authorize  an  arrest  of  judgment, 
such  defect  can  be  taken  advantage  of  only  by  demurrer  or 
appeal ;  arrest  of  judgment  is  excluded: 

Besides,  this  is  not  a  case  for  arrest  of  judgment,  even 
under  the  old  practice.  It  will  not  be  pretended  that  no 
cause  of  action  is  set  out  in  the  complaint.  The  utmost  that 
is  pretended  is  that  no  cause  of  action  of  an  equitable  nature 
is  set  out;  and  it  is  said  that  plaintiff  has  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law.  • 

Section  148  of  the  Code  does  not  apply  to  cases  of  default 
(15  How.  Pr.  Ji.y  500). 

"  A  defendant  cannot  move  for  a  nonsuit  on  the  ground  of 
the  insufficiency  of  plaintiff's  complaint"  {Kelh^  agt.  Kelly ^ 

3  Barh.,  419). 

"  If  complaint  be  defective,  its  sufficiency  ought  to  be  tested 
by  a  demurrer,  and  not  on  a  motion  for  nonsuit "  (7rf.  /  and 
see  Carley  agt.  Wilkins,  6  Barb.,  557,  562-564).  "  Thd  Code 
is  silent  as  to  the  time  and  manner  in  which  defendant,*after 
failing  to  demur  to>  complaint,  can  insist  that  it  contains  no 
cause  of  action.  In  determining  this  question  we  must  be 
governed  by  the  analogy  of  the  former  practice." 

He  is  manifestly  entitled,  therefore,  to  the  benefit  of  some 
judgment.  Hence,  an  arrest  of  judgment  would  not  be  granted. 

2.  There  being  a  cause  of  action  set  forth  in  the  complaint, 
even  if  that  is  but  a  legal  cause  of  action,  the  defendants  can- 
not, in  this  way  and  at  this  time,  object  to  the  equitable 
relief  demanded. 

Th'e  defense  in  equity,  of  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court, 
on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  perfect  remedy  at  law, 
cannot  be  made  at  the  hearing  if  not  set  up  in  the  answer 
{Leroy  agt.  Piatt,  4  Paige,  77 ;  Trusoott  agt.  King,  2  Seld., 
147 ;  Grandin  agt.  Leroy,  2  Paige,  509 ;  Eawley  agt.  Cramer, 

4  Cow,,  726,  727).  The  cases  above  cited  were  cases  in 
which  answers  had  been  put  in,  but  no  objection  was  made 
in  the  answers  that  plaintiff  had  adequate  relief  at  law  ;  and 
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it  was  held  that  such  objection  coald  not  be  first  made  at  the 
hearing. 

The  defendants  had^  in  the  language  of  the  chancellor,  in 
Ha/wley  agt.  Uramer^  "  submitted  the  cause  to  the  cognizance 
of  the  court,  and  they  now  come  too  late  with  this  objection 
to  its  jurisdiction,  unless  the  court  be  wholly  incompetent  to 
grant  the  relief  which  the  complainants  have  sought  by  their 
bill." 

In  the  case  now  before  the  court,  the  defendants  have 
appeared  and  ^^  submitted  the  cause  to  the  cognizance  of  the 
court,"  equally  as  if  they  had  answered.  The  defeult  to 
answer  altogether  does  not  place  defendants  in  a  better  posi- 
tion, in  respect  to  this  question,  than  if  they  had  answered, 
omitting  to  object  to  the  jurisdiction ;  they  have  equally 
omitted  now,  to  object  to  the  jurisdiction,  and  are  therefore 
not  in  a  condition  to  object  at  the  hearing. 

The  court  is  not  incompetent  to  grant  the  relief  sought. 

In  The  Bank  of  Utica  agt.  City  of  Utica  (4  Paige,  399) 
the  parties,  after  bill  filed,  had  stipulated  to  waive  all  objec- 
tions to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  in  order  to  present  the 
question  of  the  right  of  defendant  to  tax  the  plaintiff  on  its 
"  surplus  fund"  to  the  decision  of  the  court.  The  chancellor, 
in  deciding  the  case,  said :  "  By  the  written  stipulation 
between  the  parties  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  this  question 
before  the  court  for  a  decision  upon  the  complainants'  bill 
alone,  the  defendants  have  expressly  agreed  to  waive  the 
objection  that  there  was  a  certain  and  adequate  remedy  at 
law  for  the  complainants,  if  the  construction  of  the  situate  is 
as  contended  by  them  ;  and  in  this  case  there  can  be  no 
doubt  as  to  the  power  of  the  court,  if  it  take  jurisdiction  of 
the  cause,  to  give  a  perfect  remedy  to  the  complainants  by 
the  ordinary  decree  for  a  perpetual  injunction  against  the 
collection  of  this  tax"  (7  EtUy  261). 

The  objection  in  this  case  being  equally  waived  by  the 
default,  and  the  court  having  power  to  grant  the  relief,  we 
submit  confidently  that  we  are  entitled  to  it,  and,  conse- 
VoL,  XLV  31 
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qnently,  that  the  order  appealed  from  it  erroneous  and  fihould 
be  reversed. 

U.  The  case  shown  by  the  complaint  is  one  which  entitles 
the  plaintiff  to  the  relief  demanded. 

1.  As  to  the  illegalities  of  the  tax,  when  measured  by  the 
charter  itself,  under  which  defendants  proceed,  and  which 
alone,  perhaps,  constitute  ground  for  a  legal  action  only,  and 
would  not  alone,  except  for  the  default  of  defendants,  be  suf- 
ficient to  warrant  a  demand  of  equitable  relief  we  will  first 
refer  to  them. 

(1.)  No  sufficient  estimate,  such  as  the  charter  requires, 
was  made  by  the  trustees,  on  which  the  sum  of  $1,000  was 
voted  by  the  electors. 

An  estimate  in  detail,  showing  the  sums  necessary  for  each 
object  of  expenditure,  was  of  course  intended;  else  why 
require  that  it  be  subjected  to  the  inspection  of  the  electors 
for  ten  days  prior  to  the  time  when  they  are  to  vote  upon  it  t 

A  mere  statement  of  a  gross  amount,  such  as  was  made  in 
this  case,  does  not  fulfill  the  requirement. 

The  estimate  is,  at  the  annual  meeting,  to  be  submitted  to 
the  electors;  and  "  tliereupon^^  they  may  direct  to  be  raised 
by  tax  on  said  village  such  sum  '^  as  they  shall  deem  necessary 
and  proper,"  not  exceeding  $1,000,  for  the  purposes  stated 
in  the  estimate. 

Now,  as  corporations  (municipal  as  well  as  others)  are  strictly 
limited  to  those  powers  specially  conferred  upon  them,  and 
where  power  to  tax  is  given,  a  power  in  derogation  of  the 
common  law,  it  must  be  strictly  pursued  (4  HiUj  76),  the 
electors,  without  the  estimate  required,  had  no  authority  to 
vote  the  tax  {HdUtead  agt.  The  Mayor ^  cfec,  of  N&vo  York^ 
3  0(ww.,  433). 

2.  A  part  of  the  lamp  and  watch  tax,  to  wit,  $269.47,  to 
pay  corporation  bond  to  Cresson,  Stewart  &  Peterson  for 
lamp-posts,  was  assessed  and  levied  on  the  whole  viUage,  and 
formed  a  part  of  the  tax  assessed  against  plaintiff,  although 
be  aad  his  property  were  not  within  the  lamp  and  watch 
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district,  upon  the  property  in  which  district  the  charter 
requires  such  tax  to  be  raised. 

3.  The  sum  of  ten  dollars,  to  pay  rent  for  pound,  was 
added  by  the  trustees  to  the  $1,000  voted  by  the  electors, 
without  authority ;  also  the  sum  of  two  dollars  and  sixty- 
seven  cents. 

These  vitiate  the  whole  tax. 

2.  But  beyond  this  non-conformity  to  the  charter,  by  which 
we  mean  the  act  of  April  9,  1851,  we  contend  thal^  the  act 
of  April  15,  1857,  under  which  defendants  claim  authority 
to  tax  plaintiff,  confers  no  such  authority,  because, 

1.  That  act  is  not  an  amendment  of  the  charter,  but  an 
independent  act,  and  carries  with  it  to  the  new  territory  none 
of  the  provisions  of  the  charter. 

There  is,  in  the  act,  no  adoption  of  any  of  the  provisions 
of  the  charter ;  no  reference  to  the  charter.  It  is  a  new  act 
of  incorporation,  and  is  itself  the  only  diarter  of  the  village 
thereby  incorporated. 

It  has  the  powers  given  by*  the  general  law  to  all  corpora- 
tions, but  no  others. 

Section  3  of  title  3,  chapter  18,  part  1  of  the  Revised  Stat^ 
utes  provides  as  follows:  ^^ In  addition  to  the  powers  enume- 
rated in  the  first  section  of  this  title,  and  to  those  expressly 
given  in  its  charter,  or  in  the  act  und6r  which  it  is  or  shall 
be  incorporated,  no  corporation  shall  possess  or  exercise  any 
corporate  powers,  except  such  as  shall  be  necessary  to  the 
exercise  of  the  powers  so  enumerated  and  given." 

The  power  to  tax  is  in  derogation  of  common  rights,  and 
such  power,  especially,  will  not  be  implied  {Sharp  agt.  Spier ^ 
4  Sm,  76). 

It  is  true  that  the  title  of  the  act  is  as  follows :  "  An  act 
enlarging  the  boundaries  of  the  village  of  Owego,  in  the 
county  of  Tioga." 

But  the  title  is  no  part  of  the  act  (1  Kent  Com.y  430, 
l9t  ed.). 

It  may  be  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  removing  ambi^ 
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guities,  where  the  intent  is  not  plain ;  but  where  the  words 
of  the  enacting  clanse  are  clear  and  positive,  recourse  cannot 
be  had  to  it. 

The  true  rule  is,  as  declared  by  Mr.  J.  Bttlleb,  in  Ores- 
pigny  agt.  WiMenoom  (4  Term  H.j  793),  that  "  the  preamble 
may  be  resorted  to  in  restraint  of  the  generality  of  the  enact- 
ing clause,  where  it  would  be  inconvenient  if  not  restrained ; 
or  it  may  be  resorted  to  in  explanation  of  the  enacting 
clause  if  it  be  doubtful.  This  is  the  whole  extent  of  the 
influence  of  the  title  and  preamble  in  the  construction  of  the 
statute"  (1  -2^71^  Com.,  431,  Ist  ed.). 

The  words  of  this  statute  are  clear  and  positive ;  there  is 
no  ambiguity  in  them ;  hence,  the  title  cannot  be  resorted  to. 

The  same  rule  applies  now  under  section  16  of  article  3  of 
Cons. :  "  The  character  (of  an  act)  is  to  be  determined  by  its 
provisions,  and  not  by  its  title  "  {ITie  People  agt.  MoCanrij 
2  Smith,  61). 

Besides,  we  may  insist  that  it  is  unconstitutional  because 
the  title  does  not  specify  the  subject  of  the  bill. 

But  even  if  the  intention  was  to  enlarge  the  boundaries  of 
the  village,  as  then  existing,  there  is  no  necessity  that  the 
provisions  of  the  charter,  in  regard  to  taxation,  should  be 
extended  over  this  enlargement.  The  legislature  might  well 
intend  that  the  party  brought  into  the  village  by  this  act 
should  be  exempt  from  municipal  taxation.  It  was  just,  thus 
to  exempt  him ;  it  would  be  unjust  and  oppressive  not  to 
exempt  him.  He  was  brought  in  without  his  consent,  and 
against  his  protest.  The  village  had  incurred  debts;  why 
should  he  be  made  liable  to  contribute  to  the  payment  of 
those  debts,  and  why  should  the  burden  of  taxation  for  muni- 
cipal purposes  be  imposed  upon  him  at  all  ?  It  was  entirely 
competent  for  the  legislature  to  discriminate  in  his  fevor  and 
exempt  him  altogether  {The  People  agt.  Mayor,  c&c,  of 
Brooklyn,  4  Corns.,  427). 

The  court  will  be  slow  to  attribute  to  the  legislature  an 
intention  to  subject  this  protesting  party  to  the  unjust  lia- 
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bility  of  contributing  to  pBj  the  debts  of  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, even  if  the  legislature  had  power  so  to  do ;  and  will  not 
be  disposed  to  striiin  a  point  of  construction  in  favor  of  such 
an  outrage. 

Besides,  by  Ertibjecting  plaintiff  to  such  taxation,  another^ 
fundamental  principle  of  the  charter  itself,  as  well  as  of 
government,  would  be  violated,  to  wit,  taxation  without 
representafiofi.  The  charter  provides,  in  effect,  that  no  cor- 
porator shall  be  taxed  without  an  opportunity  to  vote  aye  or 
no  on  the  question  whether  the  tax  shall  be  laid. 

This  opportunity  is  denied  to  plaintiff  if  he  is  to  be  sub- 
jected to  this  taxation.  It  is  taxation  without  representation. 
The  court  will  not  give  such  construction  to  this  act  as  to 
attribute  such  violation  of  right  to  the  legislature. 

(2.)  It  certainly  cannot  be  said  that  the  village  constituted 
by  the  act  qi  April  9,  1851,  and  the  village  constituted  by 
the  act  of  April  15,  1857,  are  identically  the  same;  yet  all 
the  power  of  taxation  conferred  by  the  act  of  1851  is  with 
reference  to  the  village  constituted  by  that  act. 

The  electors  may  direct  a  sum  not  exceeding  $1,000  to  be 
raised  by  tax  on  "  said  village ;"  that  is,  the  village  consti- 
tuted by  the  first  section  of  the  act. 

But  Where  is  there  any  authority  authorizing  the  electors 
to  direct  any  sum  to  be  raised  by  tax  on  the  village  consti- 
tuted by  the  act  of  1857  ? 

If,  by  the  act  of  1857,  it  had  been  declared  that  "  the  first 
section  of  the  act  of  1851  is  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows," 
then  the  new  descriptiofl  would  have  been  substituted  into  that 
first  section,  and  thenceforth  that  section  would  have  read 
according  to  the  new  description.  But  now  there  is  no  incor- 
poration of  the  new  description  into  the  act  of  1851,  so  that  the 
"  said  village  "  can  never  refer  to  that  new  territory.  Hence 
the  electors  have  no  power  to  direct  money  to  be  raised  by 
tax  on  the  new  territory. 

No  such  powef  is  granted  by  the  act  of  1857,  nor  can  it  be 
drawn  by  nece^sfity  implication  from  the  act  of  1861. 
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(3.)  If,  however,  the  act  of  1857  is  to  be  considered  as  an 
amendment  of  the  charter,  then,  so  far  as  it  undertakes  to 
render  the  persons  and  property  of  persons  thus  brought  in, 
against  their  consent,  liable  to  be  taxed  to  pay  the  existing 
debts  of  the  village,  it  is  unconstitutional  and  void. 

This  is  not  merely  oppressive,  but  it  is  "  against  natural 
right  and  justice,"  and,  therefore,  violative  of  a  great  funda- 
mental principle  of  government;  and,  in  the  language  of 
chief  justice  Spbnobb,  in  BrddsKom  agt.  Rogers  (20  J.  R.y 
106),  "  any  law  violating  that  principle  must  be  a  nullity." 

"We  are  aware  of  the  distinction  made  by  the  court  between 
the  power  to  tax  and  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and  that 
the  prohibition  against  the  taking  of  private  property  for 
public  uses,  without  just  compensation,  has  been  held  not  to 
apply  in  cases  of  taxation.  Still,  we  insist  that  the  power  of 
taxation  may  be  abused,  and  the  spirit,  if  not  the  letter,  of 
the  constitution  violated  by  such  abuse. 

It  will  scarcely  be  pretended  that  an  act  of  the  legislature, 
imposing  a  tax  directly  upon  A.,  not  being  a  resident  of  the 
village  of  Owego,  and  having  no  property  therein,  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  money  to  pay  the  debt  of  the  village, 
would  be  a  valid  act. 

A.  is  a  natural  person,  the  village  an  artificial  person.  The 
supposed  act  would,  in  effect,  be  taking  the  property  of  one 
person  and  giving  it  to  another ;  and  would,  most  certainly, 
be  a  violation  of  the  spirit  of  that  provision  of  the  constitu- 
tion which  declares  that  "  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law ;"  and,  also,  of 
that  provision,  "  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  pub- 
lic use  without  just  compensation,"  which  senator  Tbaoy,  in 
18  Wend.^  69,  construed  as  "  equivalent  to  a  constitutional 
declaration  that  private  property,  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner,  shall  be  taken  only  for  the  public  use,  and  then  only 
upon  a  just  compensation"  {People  agt  Mayor  of  Brooklyn^ 
4  CV?/n«.,  419). 

The  principle  on  which  taxation  proceeds,  and  is  held  not 
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to  contravene  that  provision  of  the  constitution,  is  that  the 
tax-payer  is  supposed  to  receive  his  just  compensation  in  the 
benefit  which  he  derives  from  the  appropriations  of  the 
money  which  he  is  compelled  to  pay. 

In  the  case  supposed,  A.  is  under  no  obligations  to  pay  the 
debt  of  the  village,  and  can  derive  no  benefit  from  it.  The 
principle  does  not  apply:  cessat  raUo,  cesaat  et  ipsa  lex 
[Taylor  agt.  Porter j  4  Hilly  140;  Embui^y  agt.  Conner^  3 
Coms.y  511 ;  Powers  agt.  Bergen^  2  SeldeUy  358). 

Says  Bbonson,  J.,  in  Taylor  agt.  Portery  "  Under  our  form 
of  government  the  legislature  is  not  supreme ;  it  is  only  one 
of  the  organs  of  that  absolute  sovereignty  which  resides  in 
the  whole  body  of  the  people.  Like  other  departments  of 
the  government,  it  can  only  exercise  such  powers  as  have  been 
delegated  to  it;  and  when  it  steps  beyond  that  boundary,  its 
acts,  like  those  of  the  most  humble  magistrate  in  the  state 
who  transcends  his  jurisdiction,  are  utterly  void.  Where, 
then,  shall  we  find  a  delegation  of  power  to  the  legislature  to 
take  the  property  of  A.,  and  give  it  to  B.,  either  with  or 
without  compensation  ?  Only  one  clause  of  the  constitution 
can  be  cited  in  support  of  the  power ;  and  that  is,  '  the  legis- 
lative power  of  this  state  shall  be  vested  in  a  senate  and 
assembly.'  But  the  question  immediately  presents  itself, 
what  is  that  legislative  power,  and  how  far  does  it  extend  ? 
Does  it  reach  the  life,  liberty  or  property  of  a  citizen  who  is 
not  charged  with  a  transgression  of  the  laws,  and  where  the 
sacrifice  is  not  demanded  by  a  just  regard  for  the  public  wel- 
fare? ♦  *  *  The  legislative  po\^er  of  this  state  does 
not  reach  to  such  an  imwarrantable  extent;  neither  life, 
liberty  nor  property,  except  when  forfeited  by  crime,  or 
where  the  latter  is  taken  for  public  use,  falls  within  the  scope 
of  the  power." 

So,  in  Powers  agt.  Bergen  (2  Sdd'.y  367),  Jbwitt,  J,,  says : 
"  If  the  legislature  should  pass  an  act  to  take  private  property 
for  a  purpose  not  of  a  public  nature,  as  if  it  should  provide, 
through  certain  forms  to  be  observed,  to  take  the  property 
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of  one  and  give  it  to  another,  or  if  it  should  vacate  a  grant 
of  property  under  pretext  of  some  public  use,  such  cases 
would  be  gross  abuses  of  the  discretion  of  the  legislature,  and 
fraudulent  attacks  on  private  rights,  and  the  law  would  be 
clearly  unconstitutional  and  void,"  citing  2  Kent  Com.^  340, 

Will  any  one  pretend  that  if  the  "  forms  to  be  observed  '' 
were  by  a  process  of  taxation,  and  levying  upon  and  selling 
the  property  of  one  and  handing  over  the  proceeds  to  another, 
it  would  not  equally  be  a  "fraudulent  attack  upon  private 
rights,"  as  where  the  property  itself,  and  not  the  proceeds  of 
it,  were  taken  from  one  and  handed  to  another  ? 

Wbioht,  J.,  in  Grant  agt.  Courier  [M  Barh.y  238,  239), 
qualifies  the  legislative  power  to  tax,  saying :  "  We  are  to  be 
understood,  of  course,  as  referring  to  taxation  for  a  public 
purpose,  in  which  the  community  that  pays  the  tax  has  an 
interest."  And  Clarke  agt.  ITie  Gity  of  Rooheater^  14  How,, 
P.  R,,  204;  Read  from  this  case  from  pp.  208,  211,  212, 
214 ;  Town  of  GuUford  agt.  Cornell,  18  Barl.,  644,  645 ; 
White  agt.  White,  5  Barb.,  484,  485,  Mason,  J. 

And  yet  this  is  precisely  what  this  act  of  1857  does,  if  the 
effect  claimed  for  it  is  given  to  it. 

4.  The  act  of  April  15,  1857,  was  passed,  there  not  being 
three-fifths  of  all  the  members  elected  to  each  house  present 
on  the  final  passage  thereof. 

The  fact  is  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  admitted  by  the 
default. 

That  it  was  necessary  that  three-fifths  should  have  been 
present,  we  insist,  under  section  14,  of  art.  7,  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  New  York,  which  is  as  follows :  "  On  the  final  passage, 
in  either  house  of  the  legislature,  of  every  act  which  imposes, 
continues  or  revives  a  tax,  or  creates  a  debt  or  charge,  etc., 
the  question  shall  be  taken  by  yeas  and  nays,  etc,  and  three- 
fifths  of  all  the  members  elected  to  each  house  shall,  in  such 
cases,  be  necessary  to  constitute  a  quorum  therein." 

This  act,  if  it  subjects  plaintiff  and  his  property  to  taxation 
by  the  village  of  Owego,  although  it  does  not  in  terms  impose 
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a  tax,  still  authorizes  a  tax  to  be  imposed,  quifacitper  alvumy 
facit  per  se.  If  the  legislature  cannot,  itself,  impose  a  tax, 
except  in  the  way  marked  out,  it  cannot,  except  in  the  same 
way,  authorize  another  to  impose  the  tax  {Clarke  agt«  Ths 
OUy  of  jRoeAesUr^  13  JSbw^,  P.  R.,  204). 

Security  against  arbitrary  legislation  is  not  dependent 
on  negatives  expressed  to  legislative  power^  but  on  natural 
rights. 

Moreover,  it  nxakes  him  and  his  property  chargeable  with 
their  proportion  of  all  taxe&  assessed  by  the  village.  Hence, 
it  ^^  creates  a  charge  "  upon  plaintiff  and  his  property. 

We  have  a  legislative  construction  of  the  constitutional 
provision  in  the  uniform  practice  of  certifying  all  acts  which 
authorize  the  imposition  <^  taxes,  as  having  passed,  three- 
fifths  being  present. 

The  act  of  April  9, 1861,  was  so  certified,  and  so  the  char- 
ters of  all  villages  where  power  to  tax  is  given  since  the 
adoption  of  the  present  constitution. 

3.  The  plaintiff,  in  bringing  this  action  upon  the  equity 
side  of  the  court,  does  not  come  in  conflict  with  that  dass  of 
decisions  which  hold  that  a  tax-payer  cannot  maintain  a  suit, 
brought  to  restrain  the  levy  and  collection  of  an  illegal  tax. 

Those  cases  proceed  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  interested  in  preventing  the  act  sought  to  be  enjoined, 
only  in  common  with  the  rest  of  the  community — ^and  the 
relief  sought  was  such  as  would  inure  to  the  whole  community 
— amounting  to  a  total  prohibition  of  the  action  of  the  defend- 
ant, not  with  reference  to  the  plaintiff  only,  but  to  the  rest  of 
the  community. 

The  principle  is,  that  where  there  is  no  direct  individual 
injury,  no  dbtion  can  be  maintained  by  a  citizen,  on  the 
ground  that  his  interests,  as  a  member  of  the  state,  have  been 
interfered  with.  This  is  the  doctrine  of  DooliMe  agt.  Board 
of  Supervisors  of  Broome  (16  How.  B.,  512). 

The  action,  in  that  case,  was  brought  by  the  plaintiffs,  a 
portion  of  the  freeholders  of  a  new  town  sought  to  be  erected 
Vol.  XLV.  32 
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by  defendants,  to  restrain  the  organization  of  the  town. 
Judge  Denio,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  remarks,  in 
the  outset  of  his  opinion,  that  ^^  It  is  not  pretended  that  the 
plainti£b  have  any  interest  which  is  not  common  to  all  the 
resident  freeholders  of  the  alleged  new  town  of  Port  Crane. 
*  *  *  The  general  rule  certainly  is,  that  for  wrongs 
against  the  public  generally,  whether  actually  conmiitted  or 
only  apprehended,  the  remedy,  whether  civil  or  criminal,  is 
by  a  prosecution  instituted  by  the  state,  in  its  political  charac- 
ter." He  then  proceeds  to  illustrate  the  principle  by  cases  of 
nuisance,  and  says:  "Common  or  pubUc  noisancee,  which 
are  such  as  are  inconvenient  or  injurious  to  the  whole  com- 
munity in  general,  are,  as  all  are  aware,  indictable  only,  and 
not  actionable.  *  *  *  Where  the  act  complained  of,  or 
which  is  apprehended,  besides  being  a  public  nuisance,  is 
specially  injurious  to  a  private  person,  he  may  maintain  an 
action,  or  a  bill  for  an  injunction,  in  his  own  name." 

After  referring  to  several  cases,  the  judge  proceeds :  "  These 
cases  are  sufficient  to  show  the  principle  upon  which  the 
courts  act  in  this  class  of  cases.  In  the  present  case,  no 
difficulty  of  the  kind  referred  to  arises.  The  act  of  the  super- 
visors has  no  bearing  upon  the  plaintifEs'  individual  interests. 
Whatever  interest  they  have  in  the  question  belongs  to  th^n 
only  as  citizens  and  members  of  the  conmiunity." 

On  the  principle  above  stated,  the  court  held  that  the 
plaintiffs  could  not  in  that  case  maintain  their  action.  But 
here  the  plaintiff  complains  of  a  special  injury  to  himself,  not 
as  a  "  member  of  the  state,"  and  in  common  with  the  rest  of 
the  community,  but  individually,  he,  alone,  is  affected  by  the 
acts  complained  of,  done  and  to  be  done ;  and  therefore,  on 
the  principle  of  the  same  case,  he  may  maintain  the  action. 

But  it  may  be  said  that  the  right  to  maintain  an  action  on 
the  equity  side  of  the  courts,  in  such  case,  is  modified  by  the 
question  whether  the  plaintiff  has  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law.  To  that  effect  is  the  case  of  Haywood  agt.  The  City  qf 
Buffalo  (4  Kem.,  534). 
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The  court  in  that  case,  after  laying  down  the  general  rule 
that  where  a  matter  is,  prima  fade^  one  of  legal  cognizance, 
a  court  of  equity  will  not  take  cognizance  of  it,  recognize  the 
existeuce  of  several  exceptions,  one  of  which  is,  "Where 
the  proceeding  in  the  subordinate  tribunal  will  necessarily 
lead  to  a  multiplicity  of  suits." 

This,  we  insist,  is  the  case  here,  and  with  that  view  we 
have  brought  this  action,  to  have  the  rights  of  the  parties 
settled  in  one  suit,  rather  than  be  compelled  to  bring  an 
action  at  law  from  time  to  time,  for  an  interminable  period, 
whenever  a  new  tax  shaU  be  collected. 

It  stands  admitted  as  a  fact,  that  "defendants  intend  to 
proceed,  and  will  proceed,  unless  restrained  by  this  court, 
from  time  to  time  to  assess  and  tax  "  plaintiff  and  his  property 
for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  and  unless  this  court  intervene, 
and  setlle  J;he  rights  of  the  parties,  an  interminable  series  of 
trespass  suits  is  before  them. 

It  is  on  this  very  principle  that  this  court,  when  it  has 
obtained  jurisdiction  of  a  cause  for  any  purpose,  will  retain 
jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of  doing  complete  justice  between 
the  parties. 

The  court  has,  by  the  default  of  defendant,  obtained  such 
jurisdiction.  The  cause  is  before  the  court.  On  the  principle 
of  avoiding  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  this  court  will  not  turn 
the  plaintiff  over  to  a  court  of  law,  and  compel  a  new  sui.t. 

"  In  many  cases  the  courts  of  ordinary  jurisdiction  admit, 
at  least  for  a  certain  time,  of  repeated  attempts  to  litigate  the 
same  question.  To  put  an  end  to  the  oppression  occasioned 
by  the  abuse  of  this  privilege,  the  courts  of  equity  have 
assumed  jurisdiction."  Repeated  actions  of  ejectment  for 
same  premises  instanced,  Mitford  PL  (14:3,  144).  This  case 
stands  on  the  same  principle.  The  repeated  actions  have  not 
yet  been  brought,  but  it  is  admitted  that  they  will  be,  and 
the  repetition  of  actions  was  necessary  only  to  show  that 
others  would  continue  to  be  brought.  This  appearing  now, 
we  are  in  the  same  situation  as  we  should  be  after  having 
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been  compelled  to  bring  several  trespaw  finite  to  recover  for 
our  property  illegally  taken,  aifter  a  decifiioil  in  our  favor. 

It  is,  we  submit,  therefore,  a  case  eminefitly  proper  for  this 
court,  sitting  as  a  eourt  of  equity,  to  ttfke  co^lnzance  of  aiid 
decide* 

And  yet,  if  the  court  should  think  otherwise  on  the  merits, 
still  we  most  confidently  insist  that  We  are,  by  reason  of 
defendant's  default,  for  the  reasons  submitted  uiider  our  first 
point,  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded  in  our  complaint. 

WmoHT,  J. — The  plaintiff,  resided  and  had  i*eal  and  pei*- 
sonal  property  liable  to  taxation  for  village  ptttpoies,  within 
the  village  of  Owego,  as  its  limits  were  establifilhed  by  aii  act 
of  legislature,  passed  in  April,  1857.  The  proper  corporate 
authorities  assessed  against  him  a  tax  of  some  forty  dollars, 
for  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  expenses  of  the  corporation, 
and  were  proceeding  to  collect  such  tax  when  be  brought  his 
action  to  restrain  its  collection,  and  also  to  restrftiii  the  cor- 
poration from  assessing  and  taxing  his  property  for  like  pur- 
poses in  the  future.  The  general  grounds  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint for  the  relief  demanded  was,  that  the  tax  was  illegal 
and  void* 

The  facts  alleged  were  substantially  these : 

In  April,  1851,  the  legislature  passed  an  act  declaring  what 
should  constitute  the  territorial  limits  of  the  village  of  Owego, 
and  prescribing  the  powers  of  the  corporation  as  to  taxation, 
and  the  mode  of  exercising  them.  In  April,  1854,  another 
act  was  passed  amendatory  of  the  former  one,  in  which  the 
territorial  limits  of  the  village  were  changed  again,  and  the 
taxing  powers  of  the  corporation  enlarged.  The  plaintiff  was 
not  a  resident  within  the  village,  as  its  limits  were  established 
by  these  acts,  and  much  the  larger  part  of  his  real  estate  was 
situated  outside  of  them.  In  April,  1857,  the  legislature 
passed  another  act  entitled  ''  An  act  enlarging  the  boundaries 
of  the  village  of  Owego,  in  the  county  of  Tioga."  The  first 
section  declared  that  "  the  territory  within  the  following  limits 
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(d&Bcribing  them)  shall  constitute  the  village  of  Owego." 
The  second  section  declared  that  ^^  the  provisions  of  any  act 
heretofore  passed,  which  are  inconaistent  with  this  act,  are 
hereby  repealed."  Both  the  plaintiff  and  his  property  are 
within  the  limits  of  the  village,  as  established  by  the  latter 
act.  The  act  was  passed  without  the  consent  and  against  the 
remonstrance  of  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is  assumed  (from  the  &ct 
that  the  secretary  of  st^te  in  the  publication  of  it  did  not, 
after  the  bill  became  a  law,  add  the  words,  ^^  three-fifths  being 
present "  ),  that  it  did  not  have  its  final  passage  when  three- 
fifths  of  all  the  members  elected  to  each  house  were  present. 
Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1857  the  village  of  Owego 
contracted  debts  for  various  purposei^,  which  debts,  or  a  part 
thereof,  the  corporation  owed  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of 
such  act. 

At  an  annual  election  for  village  officers,  held  on  the  5th 
January,  1868,  the  meeting  of  electors,  by  resolution,  directed 
to  be  raised  by  tax,  on  the, village,  for  village  purposes,  the 
sum  of  |1,000.  The  only  estimate  of  the  n^oneys  necessary 
to  be  raised  during  the  year  then  next  ensuing,  which  was 
prepared  by  the  trustees  and  submitted  to  the  meeting,  being 
a  general  one,  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  raise  by  tax  for 
the  year  1858,  to  pay  the  debts  and  current  expenses  of  the 
corporation,  the  sum  of  $1,000,  and  not  an  estimate  in  detail 
showing  the  sums  necessary  for  each  object  of  expenditure. 
On  the  4th  February,  1858,  the  board  of  trustees,  by  vote, 
ordered  that  the  sum  of  $2,767  be  raised  by  tax,  for  debts 
and  expenses,  of  which  amount  the  sum  of  $1,757  was  for  an 
indebtedness  which  had  accrued  and  was  incurrred  prior  to 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  April,  1857. 

Immediately  after  the  said  sum  of  $2,767  had  been  ordered 
to  be  raised  by  tax,  the  assessors  of  the  village  proceeded  to 
make  a  valuation  of  the  estates,  real  and  personal,  subject  to 
taxation,  within  the  boundaries  specified  in  the  act  of  Aprils 
1857,  as  constituting  the  village  of  Owego,  including  therein 
the  taxable  property  within  such  boundaries,  and  prepared 
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an  assessment  roll  thereof  assessing  the  whole  of  said  sum  of 
$2,767,  and  assessed  and  taxed  the  property  of  the  plaintifE 
the  sam  of  forty  dollars  and  seven  cents,  as  the  proportion 
to  be  paid  by  him  of  that  sum.  On  the  28d  February,  1858, 
the  assessors  annexed  a  warrant  to  the  assessment  roll  com- 
manding the  collector  of  the  village  to  receive  and  collect 
from  the  plaintiff  the  tax  of  forty  dollars  and  seven  cents, 
and  the  collector,  xmder  and  by  virtue  of  such  warrant,  in  pro- 
ceeding to  collect  such  tax,  levied  on  and  seized  a  horse  of 
the  plaintiff  of  the  value  of  $150,  to  satisfy  the  same.  It  is 
from  the  warrant  in  the  plaintiff's  complaint  that  the  defend- 
ant claims  the  right  and  authority  under  the  several  provisions 
of  the  acts  of  1851,  1854  and  1857,  to  tax  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff  situated  without  the  limits  of  the  village  of  Owego, 
as  established  by  the  act  of  1854,  but  within  such  limits  as 
established  by  the  act  of  1857,  to  assist  in  paying  not  only 
the  debts  and  expenses  incurred  and  to  be  incurred  by  the 
corporation  after  the  passing  of  the  act  of  1857,  enlarging  the 
village  boundaries,  but  also  the  debts  incurred  and  owing  by 
the  village  prior  to  the  passage  of  such  acts ;  and  it  is  charged 
that  the  corporation  intends  to  proceed,  and  will  proceed, 
unless  restrained  by  the  court,  not  only  to  collect  the  tax 
already  assessed  against  the  plaintiff's  property  and  levied  on 
his  horse,  but  from  time  to  time  to  assess  and  tax  his  property 
for  the  purposes  aforesaid.  There  is  no  allegation  in  the  com- 
plaint charging  or  imputing  to  the  defendant  any  fr^ud  in 
causing  the  tax  to  be  levied  and  raised ;  nor  is  it  alleged  or 
pretended  that  the  acts  of  the  defendant  will  lead  to  a  multi- 
plicity of  suits ;  nor  is  it  essential  that  the  plaintiff  will  suffer 
an  irreparable  injory ;  nor  does  the  complaint  show  that  the 
plaintiff  has  not  a  perfect  remedy  at  law.  Indeed,  it  shows 
affirmatively  that  he  has,  for  if  the  tax  of  which  he  complains 
was  illegally  assessed,  or  the  village  authorities  assumed  to 
assess  him  as  a  resident  of  the  corporation,  when  in  fact  he 
was  not,  their  acts  were  void  or  voidable,  and  against  which 
the  plaintiff  had  an  adequate  remedy  at  law. 
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The  question  involved  is  one  merely  of  power  in  the  cor- 
poration to  tax  the  plaintiff  for  village  purposes,  and  if  the 
power  does  not  exist,  or,  if  existing,  the  particular  assessment 
was  illegal,  he  has  a  complete  legal  remedy.  Conceding  the 
&ct8  stated  in  the  complaint  to  be  true,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
they  were  not  sufficient  to  constitute  either  a  legal  or  equit- 
able cause  of  action.  It  cannot  be  claimed  that  the  plaintiff 
would  have  any  remedy  at  law  if  the  tax  of  which  he  com- 
plains was  legally  imposed.  Whether  the  tax  was  legal  or 
illegal  depended  on  the  question  of  corporate  authority,  and 
whether  he  was  an  inhabitant  of  and  property-holder  within 
the  corporation.  The  tax  was  assessed  and  levied  under  the 
provisions  of  the  acts  of  1851  and  1854,  relating  to  the  village, 
and  the  assessment  was  partly  for  debts  incurred  before  the 
enlargement  in  1857  of  the  boundaries  of  the  corporation, 
and  partly  to  meet  the  expenses  for  village  purposes  subse- 
quently. 

The  act  of  1851,  which  purports  to  amend  the  several  acts 
incorporating  the  village,  provided  that  ten  days  before  each 
annual  election  the  board  of  trustees  shall  prepare  an  estimate 
of  the  moneys  necessary  and  proper  to  be  raised  during  the 
year  then  next  ensuing  to  pay  the  debts  and  expenses  of 
the  corporation,*  and  at  such  annual  election  the  same  should 
be  submitted  by  the  president  or  other  presiding  officer  to 
the  meeting  of  electors,  and  such  meeting  may  thereupon,  by 
resolution,  direct  to  be  raised  by  tax  on  the  village,  for  pay- 
ing the  corporate  debts  and  expenses,  a  sum,  not  exceeding 
$1,000  in  any  one  year,  as  they  should  deem  necessary  and 
prop^  {Laws  of  1851,  ch,  11,  §§  33,  34).  This  estimate  was 
prepared  for  1858,  and  submitted  to  the  meeting  of  the 
electors.  It  was  not  an  estimate  in  detail  showing  the  sums 
necessaij^  for  each  object  of  expenditure,  but  a  general  esti- 
mate that  the  sum  of  $1,000  would  be  required  to  be  raised 
by  tax  for  the  year  1858  to  pay  the  debts  and  expenses  of  the 
corporation.  The  meeting  of  electors  voted  a  tax  of  $1,000, 
and  it  was  put  into  the  assessment.    It  is  contended  that  this 
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eetimate  made  by  the  board  did  not  fulfill  the  reqnirements 
of  the  law,  it  being  a  mere  statement  of  a  gross  amount,  and 
that  conseqnently  the  electors  had  no  authority  to  vote  the 
tax.  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  position  is  unsound 
and  that  the  meeting  of  electors  was  not  divested  of  authority. 
The  estimate  was  a  substantial  fhlfillment  of  the  statute 
reqniremei^t,  and  was  sufficient.  It  could  hardly  have  been 
contemplated  that  the  trustees  should  make  a  detailed  esti- 
mate of  each  of  the  sums  necessary  for  each  object  of  expen- 
diture, for  this  would  be  often  quite  impracticable,  but  if  it 
was  required  the  omission  would  not  deprive  the  electors  of 
authority  to  vote  the  tax.  Such  authority  does  not  depend 
upon  the  form  in  which  the  estimate  is  prepared  and  sub- 
mitted to  them  by  the  board  of  trustees.  This  disposes  of  the 
first  objection,  that,  measured  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
1851,  the  tax  was  illegal. 

But  it  is  nrged  that  if  the  tax  was  legally  imposed,  as 
respected  those  within  the  limits  of  the  village,  as  defined  by 
acts  of  1851  and  1854,  the  defendant  was  without  authority 
to  tax  the  plaintiff,  at  least  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  corpora- 
tion that  accrued  before  the  passage  of  the  act  enlarging  its 
boundaries.  The  plaintiff  was  not  a  resident  or  property- 
holder  within  the  limits  of  the  corporation  before  the  passage 
of  the  act  of  1857,  but  if  that  act  was  valid  and  operated  to 
amend  the  village  charter,  he  became  such  by  force  of  it.  It 
is  not  denied  that  if  it  was  constitutionally  enacted,  and  is  to 
be  considered  an  amendment  of  the  village  charter,  and  not  a 
new  act  of  incorporation,  being  itself  the  only  charter  of  the 
village  thereby  incorporated,  the  plaintiff  and  his  property 
were  brought  within  the  corporation.  It  is  contended,  how- 
ever, tliat  it  is  not  an  amendment  of  the  charter,  but  an  inde- 
pendent act  carrying  with  it  to  the  new  territory  none  of  the 
provisions  of  the  charter,  but  that  if  it  is  to  be  treated  as  an 
amendment  then  it  is  unconstitutional  and  void.  Neither  of 
these  positions  are  tenable.  It  is  manifest  that  it  was  not 
the  legislative  intention,  by  the  act  of  1857,  to  create  any 
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new  municipal  corporation,  investing  it  with  no  powers  what- 
ever. The  village  of  Owego  is  recognized  as  an  existing 
organization,  and  all  the  act  assumes  to  do  is  to  enlarge  its 
boundaries.  The  title  declares  its  object,  and  the  second  sec- 
tion repeals  the  provisions  of  any  act  theretofore  passed  incon- 
sistent vrith  it.  All  that  was  inconsistent  with  it  were 
existing  acts  that  related  to  the  boundaries,  and  the  acts  of 
1851  and  1854  with  this  exception  remained  unaltered.  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  absurd  to  hold  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  legislature,  and  that  was  the  effect  of  the 
enactment  to  create  a  new  corporation  by  the  name  of  the  vil- 
lage of  Owego,  conferring  on  it  no  powers  whatever,  while 
such  a  corporation  already  existed  with  complete  powers  for 
municipal  government.  The  title  is,  ^^  An  act  enlarging  the 
boundaries  of  the  village  of  Owego,  in  the  coxmty  of  Tioga.'' 
The  title  or  preamble  of  a  statute  may  be  said  to  be  no  part 
of  it,  but  it  may  be  used  to  enable  the  courts  to  arrive  at  the 
intention  of  its  framers.  The  intention  was  clearly  in  this 
case  to  amend  the  old  charter,  and  not  to  create  a  new  corpo- 
poration,  with  none  of  the  powers  of  a  municipal  organization. 
Equally  groundless  are  the  objections  to  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  act.  These  are  twofold.  1st.  That  the  legislature 
has  no  constitutional  authority  to  impose  or  authorize  the 
defendant  to  impose  a  tax  upon  persons  or  property  thus 
brought  into  the  corporation  against  their  consent  to  pay  its 
existing  debts ;  and  second,  that  the  act  was  passed  in  viola- 
tion of  the  constitutional  provision  that  '^  on  the  final  passage 
in  either  house  of  the  legislature  of  every  act  which  imposes, 
continues  or  revives  a  tax,  or  creates  a  debt  or  charge,  the 
question  shall  be  taken  by  yeas  and  nays,  and  three-fifths  of 
all  the  members  elected  to  such  house  shall,  in  such  cases,  be 
necessary  to  constitute  a  quorum  therein  "  (Otw.,  art.  7,  §  14). 
With  regard  to  the  first  objection  it  is  enough  to  say  there 
is  no  constitutional  limitation  upon  the  legislative  power  to 
tax  the  persons  and  property  of  individuals  within  the  state. 
The  power  may  be  executed  as  well  to  pay  debts  incurred 
Vol,  XLV  33 
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before  the  property-holder  comes  within  its  jurisdiction,  as 
those  incurred  afterward  whien  a  municipal  corporation  is 
created,  and  the  state  confers  upon  it  a  portion  of  its  taxing 
power  to  raise  money  for  municipal  purposes.  The  property- 
holder  within  the  limits  of  the  corporation  is  subject  to  tax- 
ation without  regard  to  the  question  when  the  liabilities  were 
contracted  to  discharge  which  the  tax  is  imposed.  He  can- 
not be  liable  to  be  assessed  to  pay  off  and  discharge  liabilities 
of  the  city  or  village  incurred  after  he  shall  become  a  resident, 
and  exempt  from  taxation  for  debts  previously  legally  incurred 
for  city  or  village  purposes.  As  well  might  a  person  from 
another  state  settling  in  ours,  and  bringing  with  him  a  large 
amount  of  property,  subject  to  taxation,  object  to  being  taxed 
to  pay  the  debts  of  this  ptate  that  had  been  previously 
incurred. 

Nor  is  there  any  force  in  the  objection  that  the  act  of  1857 
had  its  final  passage  when  three-fifths  of  all  the  members 
elected  to  each  house  were  not  present,  even  if  the  averment 
of  the  complaint  were  sufiicient  to  raise  the  constitutional 
point.  The  legal  presumption  is,  that  the  law  received  the 
constitutional  vote  required,  and  that  the  requisite  number 
were  present  at  its  passage,  although  the  certificate  of  the 
secretary  of  state  may  be  wanting  in  his  publication  of 
the  law,  and  if  it  is  designed  to  raise  that  question  it  must  be 
expressly  put  in  issue  by  the  pleading.  The  complaint  con- 
tains no  express  averment  that  three-fifths  of  all  the  members 
elected  to*  each  house  were  not  present  on  the  final  passage 
of  the  bill.  It  alleges  that  in  the  publication  by  the  secretary 
of  state  of  the  act,  the  secretary  has  not,  after  stating  when 
the  bill  became  a  law,  added  the  words,  three-fifths  being 
j^resent,  but  said  words  are  absent  from  said  law  as  published, 
and  nowhere*  appear  in  such  publication,  and  the  plaintiff 
thereupon  avers  that  said  bill  did  not  pass  when  three-fifths 
of  all  the  members  elected  to  each  house  were  present  on  the 
final  passage  thereof.  This  is  not  an  express  averment  of  the 
fact  that  the  requisite  number  of  members  were  not  present 
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at  its  passage.  The  plaintiff  avers  that  the  bill  did  not  pass 
when  three-fifths  were  present,  because  in  the  publication 
of  it  by  the  secretary  of  state  the  words  "  three-fifths  being 
present "  nowhere  appear  in  such  publication.  But  it  was 
not  required  that  three-fifths  of  the  members  should  be  pre- 
sent at  the  final  passage  of  the  act.  It  simply  enlarged  the 
territorial  bounds  of  the  village.  It  imposed  no  tax,  nor  did 
it  continue  or  revive  one,  or  create  a  debt  or  charge  within 
article  7,  §  14  of  the  constitution.  The  acts  that  authorize 
the  imposition  of  the  tax  were  passed  in  April,  1851,  and 
April,  1854,  and  were  applicable  to  then  present  boundaries, 
but  on  the  15th  April,  1857,  the  act  last  mentioned  became  a 
part  and  parcel  of  the  acts  of  1851  and  1854,  and  was  then  on 
that  day  read  and  so  construed  together  as  one  entire  act 
Such  was  the  Igal  effect. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  complaint  did  not 
set  forth  either  a  legal  or  equitable  cause  of  action.  But  if  I 
am  mistaken  in  the  opinion  that  the  complaint  does  not  show 
an  illegal  assessment  of  the  plaintiff,  it  is  conclusively  settled 
in  this  state  that  an  action  will  not  lie  to  restrain  the  coUeo- 
tion  of  a  tax  unless  the  case  were  brought  within  some  acknow- 
ledged head  of  equity  jurisdiction  (Moore  9^i.  ISmidley  6  John. 
Ch.y  28 ;  Wiggm  agt.  The  Mayor ^  etc.,  of  Nefw  York,  9  PHige^ 
16;  Van  Dom  agt.  The  Same^  id.j  388;  The  Mayor  of 
Brooklyn  agt.  Meneserole,  26  Wend.  JR.,  182 ;  The  N.  T.  Life 
Inst^ance  Co.  agt.  The  Supervisors  of  the  City  of  Nev)  Yorky 
4  Dv^er^  192 ;  Eaywood  agt.  The  City  of  Buffalo^  4  Kema/n, 
534 ;  Stcsquehanna  Bank  agt.  Supervisors  of  Broome  County, 
25  iT.  Y,  312).  In  WUson  agt.  The  Mayor  of  New  York, 
where  the  plaintiff  had  been  taxed  in  the  city  of  New  York 
'for  personal  property  while  he  was  a  resident  of  the  state  of 
Connecticut,  and  he  commenced  the  action  to  restrain  the 
collection  of  the  amount  at  the  June  term,  1861,  the  court 
considered  the  point  of  jurisdiction  so  well  settled  that  on 
the  argument  of  the  appeal  we  gave  judgment  against  the 
plaintiff,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  New  York  common 
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pleas.  There  is  no  allegation  in  the  complaint  under  considera- 
tion bringing  the  case  within  any  acknowledged  head  of  equity 
jurisdiction.  The  charge  that  the  corporation  intend  to  pro- 
ceed, and  will  proceed  unless  restrained,  not  only  to  collect 
the  tax  in  question,  but  from  time  to  time  to  assess  and  tax 
the  plaintiff's  property  for  similar  purposes,  amounts  to 
nothing  in  that  direction.  Courts  of  equity  assume  jurisdic- 
tion when  there  might  otherwise  be  a  multiplicity  of  suits, 
and  the  right  had  been  once  settled  at  law,  but  that  is  not 
this  case.  Here  no  right  has  been  litigated  or  settled  in  a 
court  of  law,  and  it  cannot  be  pretended  that  additional  suits 
are  to  be  prevented  by  a  judgment  in  this  action  in  the 
plaintiff's  favor.  That  the  corporation  may  again  assess  and 
tax  his  property  for  village  purposes  is  no  ground  for  equitable 
jurisdiction. 

It  remains  to  be  considered  whether  after  the  defendant 
was  in  default  by  not  demurring  or  answering,  and  the  plain- 
tiff  applied  for  the  relief  demanded  in  his  complaint,  the 
court  erred  in  denying  it.  It  seems  that  upon  the  application 
the  defendant  appeared  to  oppose  the  motion,  and  after 
bearing  the  counsel  for  the  respective  parties  it  was  denied. 
I  have  no  difficulty  on  this  point.  This  was  an  equitable 
action,  and  although  no  demurrer  or  answer  was  interposed, 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  judgment  asked  for  in  his 
complaint  as  a  matter  of  course.  The  Code  provides  that  in 
such  action,  upon  a  failure  to  answer,  application  shall  be 
made  to  the  court  for  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint 
{CocUy  §  246).  This  is  in  accordance  with  the  practice  of 
the  late  court  of  chancery,  for  in  that  court,  when  the  bill 
was  taken  pro  confeasOy  the  cause  had  to  be  brought  to  a 
hearing  the  same  as  when  an  answer  was  put  in,  and  it  wad 
not  the  practice  of  the  court  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  take  a 
decree  according  to  the  prayer  of  his  bill,  nor  was  he  per- 
mitted to  draw  up  the  decree.  The  defendant  in  this  case 
admitted  nothing  by  a  failure  to  answer  but  the  truth  of  the 
facts  alleged  against  him.    By  the  default  the  right  was  not 
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waived  to  appear  and  object  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
and  tliat  the  complaint  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action.  The  Code  expressly  reserves  the 
right  to  a  defendant,  though  the  objection  be  not  taken  either 
by  demurrer  or  answer  (Code,  %  148).  If  the  defect  in  the 
complaint  be  that  it  does  not  set  forth  an  equitable  cause  of 
action  and  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief  demanded,  it  is 
one  that  cannot  be  cured,  and  would  not  be  waived  by  any 
pleading,  and  I  think  the  objection  could  be  raised  at  any 
time  when  the  parties  are  before  the  court  at  a  special  or 
general  term.  -But  if  it  was  that  a  default  in  answering 
would  afterward  preclude  a  defendant  from  objecting  that  the 
complaint  does  not  state  a  case  within  the  appropriate  juris- 
diction of  a  court  of  equity,  it  would  not  necessarily  follow 
that  the  denial  of  the  application  in  this  case  for  the  velief 
demanded  in  the  complaint  was  erroneous.  It  is  a  fundamental 
rule,  says  judge  Stoby,  which  is  always  indispensable  to 
be  observed,  that  the  bill  must  state  a  case  within  the  appro- 
priate jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity.  If  it  fails  in  this 
respect  the  error  is  fatal  in  every  stage  of  the  cause,  and  can 
never  be  cured  by  any  waiver  or  course  of  proceeding  of  the 
parties,  for  consent  cannot  confer  a  jurisdiction  not  vested  by 
law  {Story^a  Eq.  Pleading,  §§  10,  31).  Where  the  case,  as 
presented  by  the  plaintiff,  shows  a  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the 
court  (though  the  defendant  by  his  course  of  proceeding  may 
have  waived  the  right  to  raise  the  objection),  there  can  be  no 
doubt  of  the  power  of  the  court  ex  meio  motto  to  refuse  the 
rdief  asked  for.  If  the  court  has  not  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject  of  this  action,  it  is  eminently  proper  that  it  should 
not  be  usurped,  and  the  application  for  relief,  though  even 
ex  parte,  ought  to  be  denied.  That  was  this  case.  The  order 
of  the  supreme  court  should  be  affirmed. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

Zaohabiah  E.  Simmons  agt.  Benjabon  Wood^  Henbt  Catldt 

and  others. 

A  trust  deed  was  made  and  executed,  in  October,  1868,  between  the  parties 
hereto— plaintiff  and  defendants,  Richard  France,  William  C.  France, 
Zachariah  £.  Simmons,  Benjamin  Wood  and  Charles  H.  Murray  of  the 
first  part,  and  Zachariah  E.  Simmons,  Lewis  Davis  and  Charles  H.  Murray 
of  the  second  part,  in  which  it  was  recited  that  the  parties  of  the  first  part 
had  assigned  to  the  parties  of  the  second  part  certain  lottery  grants, 
privileges  and  franchises,  and  also  certain  printing-presses,  plates,*  tjrpes, 
material  appurtenant  thereto,  and  other  personal  property,  as  set  forth 
in  three  several  assignments,  which  by  the  trust  deed  were  declared  to 
be  made  to  said  Simmons,  Davis  and  Murray,  ad  trustees  for  certain 
purposes  therein  specified,  and  to  hold  the  same  for  ten  years  from  Sep- 
tember 1,  1868,  and  for*  that  time  to  conduct  and  carry  on  the  business 
according  to  their  best  ability  and  discretion,  and  at  the  end  of  the  ten 
years  to  reassign  the  grants,  privileges  and  property  unto  the  respective 
parties  by  whom  they  had  been  assigned,  subject  however  to  the  revoca- 
tion of  the  trust  as  described  in  the  deed. 

After  stating  what  proportion  of  the  profits  of  the  business  each  one  was 
to  have,  and  his  consequent  interest  therein,  it  provided  that  during  the 
term  the  parties  representing  seventy-five  per  cent  of  the  interest  might 
revoke  the  trust,  by  written  notification  to  the  trustees,  whereupon  it 
should  become  the  duty  of  the  trustees  forthwith  to  wind  up  and  settle 
the  trust  business  and  reassign  the  grants  and  property  to  said  parties, 
by  whom  they  were  conveyed,  or  their  legal  representatives. 

On  the  15th  December,  1869,  the  plaintiff,  Simmons,  verified  his  complaint 
in  this  action,  in  which  he  asserted  that  the  business  under  the  trust 
deed  to  that  date,  had  been  terminated  by  the  parties  who  owned  and 
represented  seventy-five  per  cent  of  the  divisible  interests  in  pursuance 
of  the  trust  deed.  That  the  business  was  fully  legalized  in  and  by  cer- 
tain states  which  had  authorized  the  lottery  grants,  and  that  as  property 
having  the  same  nature  as  other  personal  property  recognized  by  those 
states,  it  was  of  gi^at  pecuniary  value. 
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On  the  16th  December,  1869,  late  at  night,  on  this  complaint  and  affidavit 
an  ex  parte  order  was  obtained  from  Mr.  Justice  Gborob  G.  Babnard 
of  the  supreme  court,  appointing  John  Morrisey  a  receiver  of  all  the 
property  appertaining  to  the  business,  and  directing  all  parties  to  assign 
their  interests  to  the  receiver,  he  having  full  power  and  authority  to  dis- 
poBe  of  such  property  at  public  or  private  sale,  subject  to  the  orders  of 
the  court;  also  said  order  contained  an  injunction  against  all  the  defend- 
ants from  interfering  with  such  property  and  business. 

On  the  morning  of  the  17th  December,  1869,  before  any  of  the  defendants 
knew  of,  or  had  been  served  with  the  summons  in  this  action,  the 
receiver,  Morrisey,  sold  the  grants  and  property  referred  to  in  the  order 
at  private  sale,  in  the  lobby  of  the  Hoffman  House,  for  the  price  of 
$25,000,  of  which,  $5,000  were  cash,  and  the  residue  secured  by  the  notes 
of  the  purchaser,  William  L.  Sinmions,  a  brother  of  the  plaintiff,  payable 
at  different  times,  from  four  months  to  two  years. 

This  motion  includes  not  only  an  application  to  vacate  the  order  appoint- 
ing the  receiver,  but  also  to  set  aside  the  sale  made  by  him,  and  also  to 
set  aside  a  subsequent  order,  substituting  Felix  McClosky  as  receiver  in 
place  of  Morrisey — notice  of  the  application  having  been  given  to  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  to  the  receiver,  Morrisey,  and  to  William  L. 
Simmons,  the  purchaser  at  the  receiver's  sale. 

Meidy  that  no  transfer  of  the  interests  sold  could  properly  be  made  by  the 
receiver  until  his  report  of  sale  was  made,  and  aa  order  of  confirmation 
granted  on  notice  to  the  parties  who  had  appeared  in  the  action.  Any 
transfer  before  such  confirmation  would  be  unauthorized,  and  any  pay- 
ment by  the  purchaser  before  an  order  confirming  the  sale  would  be  at 
the  risk  of  the  purchaser. 

Jleld^  Also,  tbat  there  was  no  case  for  a  receiver  upon  the  complaint  and 
affidavit.  The  utmost  which  Judicial  discretion  should  have  authorized 
was  an  order  to  show  cause,  so  that  defendants  could  have  been  heard. 

If  the  deed  had  been  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  it  would  have  been  dis- 
covered that  no  receiver  was  proper,  and  that  on  a  revocation  of  the 
trust  the  trustees  were  empowered  to  wind  up  the  existing  business,  and 
required  to  retransfer  the  property. 

Eeldy  that  the  order  for  the  receiver,  obtained  as  it  was  late  at  night,  and 
the  private  sale  made  next  morning  by  the  receiver,  without  notice  to 
the  defendants.  Wood  and  Colton,  were  fraudulent  steps  as  against  them 
and  should  be  set  aside. 

EM,  also,  that  no  judicial  sanction  should  be  given  to  the  exploit  which 
has  resulted  in  a  supposed  judicial  sale,  that  cannot  be  characterized 
otherwise  than  as  unjustifiable,  and  made  under  such  circumstances  as 
will  prevent  confirmation  by  the  court  It  was  too  plain  for  argument 
that  such  a  sale  should  be  set  aside. 

Various  objections  were  presented  and  urged  to  the  granting  of  the  motion, 
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which  were  examined  by  the  court,  and  decided  adveiBely  to  the  plain- 
tiff, th,e  last  of  which  was,  that  lottery  grants  are  not  property  and  are 
forbidden  in  this  state,  and  anything  connected  with  them  was  illegal, 
worthless  and  Toid. 

Eeldf  that  it  is  a  principle  as  old  as  the  common  law,  that  courts  ought 
not  to  lend  their  aid  in  compelling  the  performance  of  contracts  which 
arise  ex  turpi  causa;  that  whenever  a  contract  or  transaction  is  tainted 
with  turpitude  it  cannot  be  enforced.  But  if  it  is  sought  to  apply  these 
and  similar  principles  to  the  claims  made  by  the  defendants.  Wood  and 
Colton,  in  respect  of  the  lottery  grants,  etc.,  which  are  the  subject  of 
the  action,  does  it  not  equally  apply  to  the  plaintiff ;  and  what  right  had 
he  therefore  to  call  on  the  court  to  appoint  a  receiver? 

Wliatever  may  be  said  of  the  lottery  grants  and  franchises,  ^ere  was  other 
property  set  forth  in  the  deed  of  trust  and  referred  to  in  the  complaint, 
covered  by  the  order  and  made  the  subject  of  the  sale,  which  came 
within  the  protection  of  law,  although  its  chief  value,  probably,  con- 
sisted in  the  use  to  which  it  was  applied  in  the  lottery  business. 

Lottery  grants  and  franchises  were  based  on  certain  statutes  of  Missouri, 
Kentucky,  Delaware  and  Georgia,  and  were  lawful  grants  and  property 
according  to  the  laws  of  those  states,  as  was  formerly  the  case  under  the 
statute  laws  of  this  state,  but  which  are  now  repealed,  and  lotteries  are 
now  prohibited  here  as  contrary  to  morality  and  public  good. 

While  it  must  be  admitted  the  business  of  lotteries,  which  the  above  named 
states  license,  could  not  be  lawfully  carried  on  here,  still  it  would  seem 
that  when  the  grants  are  the  subject  of  litigation  in  this  state  the  courts 
here,  within  the  rule  of  comity,  would  extend  to  them  protection  as 
rights  of  the  states  which  created  them. 

iVeio  York  Special  Term^  June^  1873. 

Motion  by  defendants  Wood  and  Colton,  to  vacate  certain 
orders  appointing  receivers,  and  to  vacate  a  sale  made  by  John 
Morrisey,  as  receiver  of  lottery  grants  and  franchiseSi  and 
other  property. 

James  Emott  cmd  H.  F.  PuLTzs,/br  the  motion. 
J.  K.  PoBTEB  and  Wm.  D.  Hbnnen,  opposed. 

Fancheb,  J.  On  the  fourteenth  day  of  October,  1863,  an 
instrument  was  executed  by  and  between  Richard  France, 
William  C.  France,  Zachariali  E.  Simmons,  Benjamin  Wood 
and  Charles  H.  Murray,  of  the  first  part,  and  Zachariah  E. 
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BimmonS)  Lewis  Davis  and  Oharles  H.  Morraj,  of  the  second 
part.  It  was  recited  in  the  instrament  that  the  parties  of  the 
first  part  had  assigned  to  the  parties  of  the  second  part  cer- 
tain lottery  grants,  privileges  and  franchises,  and  also  certain 
printing-presses,  plates,  types,  material  appurtenant  thereto, 
and  other  personal  property,  as  set  forth  in  three  several 
assignments,  which,  by  said  instrument,  were  declared  to  be 
made  to  said  Simmons,  Davis  and  Murray,  as  trustees,  for 
certain  purposes  therein  specified.  The  said  instrument  or 
trust  deed  authorized  the  trustees  to  hold  the  lottery  grants 
and  privileges,  and  other  property  assigned,  for  ten  years  from 
the  first  day  of  September,  1863,  and  for  that  time  to  conduct 
the  business  thereunder  according  to  their  best  ability  and 
discretion  ;  and  at  the  end  of  the  term  to  reassign  the  grants, 
privileges  and  property  unto  the  respective  parties  by  whom 
they  had  been  assigned,  subject,  however,  to  the  revocation 
of  the  trust  as  hereafter  mentioned. 

The  net  profits  of  the  business  were  to  be  divided  at  the 
end  of  each  month  among  the  parties,  in  the  following  pro- 
portions :  nine  per  centum  of  the  whole  to  William  C.  France ; 
of  the  residue,  thirty-nine  and  three-fourths  per  cent  to 
Benjamin  Wood ;  ten  per  cent  to  Kichard  France ;  ten  and 
one-half  per  cent  to  Charles  H.  Murray ;  and  thirty-nine  and 
three-fourths  per  cent  to  Zachariah  £.  Simmons.  These  pro- 
portions indicate  the  relative  interest  of  the  parties  in  the 
advefiture  at  that  time. 

The  trust  deed  provided  that,  during  the  term,  the  parties 
representing  seventy-five  per  centum  of  the  interest  might 
revoke  the  trust,  by  written  notification  to  the  trustees ;  where- 
upon it  should  become  the  duty  of  the  trustees  "  forthwith  to 
wind  up  and  settle  the  business  then  current  under  the  trust 
and  agreement,  and  thereupon  to  reassign  tiie  said  lottery 
grants,  privileges  and  property,  then  remaining  in  their  hands, 
unto  the  several  parties  by  whom  the  same  were  conveyed  to 
the  trustees,  or  their  legal  representatives." 

By  the  said  trust  deed  it  was  further  agreed  and  declared 
Vol.  XLV  34 
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that  any  lottery  grant  or  franchise,  or  interest  in  any  lottery 
grant  or  franchise,  which  might  thereafter  be  acquired  by  the 
parties  or  any  of  them,  should  be  forthwith  conveyed  to  the 
trustees,  under  the  penalty  of  a  forfeiture  of  his  or  their  por- 
tion of  the  divisible  interest  stated  in  the  trust  deed,  and  the 
amount  so  forfeited  should  be  divided  among  the  other  parties. 

On  the  fifteenth  of  December,  1869,  Zachariah  E.  Simmons 
verified  his  complaint  in  this  action,  in  which  he  asserts  that 
the  business  under  the  said  deed  of  October  14, 1868,  and 
under  said  lottery  grants  and  franchises,  had  been  carried  on 
under  the  name  of  C.  H.  Murray  &  Co.  up  to  the  fourth 
December,  1869,  at  which  latter  date  he  alleges  it  was  termi- 
nated by  the  parties  who  owned  and  represented  seventy-five 
per  centum  of  such  divisible  interest,  in  pursuance  of  their 
written  direction  and  notification  to  the  trustees  conformably 
to  the  provisions  of  the  trust  deed. 

The  plaintiff  further  asserts  that  the  business  aforesaid  is 
fully  legalized  in  and  by  certain  states,  which  had  authorized 
the  lottery  grants,  and  that  the  same  were  lawful  property  in 
those  states ;  that  contracts  and  transactions  relating  to  and 
growing  out  of  such  grants  are  upheld  and  sanctioned  by  the 
laws  of  said  states,  and  that  as  property,  having  the  same 
nature  as  other  personal  property,  they  have  been  and  are  of 
great  pecuniary  value. 

The  complaint  contains  an  allegation,  that  whilst  the  said 
Wood  was  subject  to  the  terms  of  'the  trust,  he  acquired  vari- 
ous lottery  grants  and  franchises  which  he  had  refused  to 
assign  to  the  trustees,  although  requested  so  to  do,  and  thereby 
he  had  forfeited  all  his  interest  in  the  grants  and  property, 
and  all  rights  whatever,  held  under  the  said  deed  of  trust. 

Upon  this  complaint,  and  an  affidavit  verifying  the  allega- 
'  tions  contained  therein,  the  plaintiff  procured,  on  the  sixteenth 
of  December,  1869,  from  George  G.  Barnabd,  one  of  the 
justices  of  the  supreme  court,  an  ex  parte  order  appointing 
John  Morrisey  a  receiver  of  all  the  property  appertaining 
to  the  business  carried  on  under-  the  name  of  0.  H.  Murray 
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&  Co.,  and  of  all  the  other  business  referred  to  in  the  com- 
plaint ;  directing  all  parties  to  assign  their  interests  to  the 
receiver,  and  granting  to  him,  as  receiver,  full  power  and 
authority  in  his  discretion  to  sell  and  dispose  of,  at  public  or 
private  sale,  all  and  singular  the  said  legislative  grants, 
charters,  franchises,  choses  in  action,  estate  and  effects,  and 
the  said  business  and  good-will  thereof,  subject  to  the  orders 
of  this  court ;  and  the  said  order  also  contained  an  injunction 
against  all  the  defendants,  restraining  their  interference  with 
the  said  grants,  business  or  property. 

It  is  asserted  on  this  motion,  and  not  denied,  that  judge 
Babnard's  order  was  granted  out  of  court,  late  at  night  of 
the  16th  December;  and  that  on  the  next  morning,  before 
any  of  the  defendants  had  been  served  with  the  summons  or 
knew  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  receiver,  Mor- 
rissey,  sold  the  grants  and  property  referred  to  in  the  order 
at  private  sale  in  the  lobby  of  the  Hoffman  House  for  the 
price  of  $25,000,  of  which  $5,000  were  cash  and  the  residue 
secured  by  the  notes  of  the  purchaser,  William  L.  Simmons, 
a  brother  of  the  plaintiff,  payable  at  different  times  from  four 
months  to  two  years. 

The  summons  in  this  action  was  served  on  the  defendant, 
"Wood,  on  the  seventeenth,  and  on  the  defendant,  Colton,  on 
the  18th  December,  1869.  No  expedition,  which  either  of 
them  could  employ,  was  available  to  interfere  with  the  sale 
made  by  the  receiver,  for  it  took  place  before  either  was  aware 
of  his  appointment  or  of  the  commencement  of  this  action. 
It  was  stated  on  the  argument  of  this  motion  that  the  sale 
thus  made  by  the  receiver  for  $25,000  covered  an  interest 
which  had,  during  the  preceding  thirteen  months,  yielded 
large  profits,  and,  according  to  the  verified  allegations  of  the 
defendants,  the  price  at  the  sale  was  grossly  inadequate. 
.  So  soon  as  information  of  the  receivership  was  given  to 
the  defendants  an  order  to  show  cause  why  it  should  not  be 
vacated,  and  containing  a  stay  of  proceedings,  was  procured 
and  served,  and  thereafter  the  motion  was  argued  before 
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judge  Cabdozo  at  special  term,  and  on  the  26th  January, 
1870,  submitted  for  his  decision,  but  he  went  out  of  office 
without  any  decision  of  the  motion. 

On  the  29th  January,  1870,  an  ex  parte  order  was  obtained 
confirming  the  sale  by  the  receiver,  but  the  order  of  confirma- 
tion was  vacated,  after  argument  by  Mr.  justice  Basrbtt,  on 
the  18th  November,  1872. 

After  the  resignation  of  judge  Oabdozo,  leaving  the  motion 
to  vacate  the  receivership  undecided,  a  notice  of  the  present 
motion  was  given,  which  includes  not  only  an  application  to 
vacate  the  order  appointing  the  receiver,  but  also  to  set  aside 
the  sale  made  by  him ;  and  also  to  set  aside  a  subsequent 
order  substituting  Felix  McOlosky  as  receiver,  in  place  of 
Morrisey.  Notice  of  the  application  has  been  given  to  the 
plaintifiPs  attorney,  to  the  receiver,  Morrisey,  and  to  William 
L.  Simmons,  the  purchaser  at  the  receiver's  sale. 

The  ex  parte  order  of  December  16, 1869,  appointing  the 
receiver,  contained  an  authority  to  him  to  sell  at  public  or 
private  sale,  in  his  discretion,  the  grants,  franchises  and  pro- 
perty in  question,  with  this  express  reservation,  "  sufyect  to 
the  orders  of  this  courtP  No  transfer  of  the  interests  sold 
could,  therefore,  properly  be  made  by  the  receiver  until  his 
report  of  sale  was  made  and  an  order  of  confirmation  granted 
on  notice  to  the  parties  who  had  appeared  in  the  action.  Any 
transfer  before  such  confirmation  would  be  unauthorized ;  and 
any  payment  by  the  purchaser  before  an  order  confirming 
the  sale  would  be  at  the  risk  of  the  purchaser  {Wambav^h  agt. 
Oatee,  4  Seld.,  138,  148 ;  9  Maryl.,  229 ;  11  Vee.,  669 ;  13 
Ves.,  518  ;  2  Ves.y  Jr.,  335  ;  1  Jac.  dk  TT.,  639). 

There  was  no  case  for  a  receiver  upon  the  complaint  and 
accompanying  affidavit.  The  utmost  which  judicial  discre- 
tion should  have  authorized  was  an  order  to  show  cause,  so 
that  the  defendants  could  have  been  heard. 

The  complaint  did  not  set  forth  the  trust  deed  in  Jiaec 
verhaey  nor  was  a  copy  annexed.  Had  the  deed  been  set 
forth  it  would  have  been  discovered  that  no  receiver  was 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  269 

Simmons  agt  Wood. 

proper,  and  that,  on  a  revocation  of  the  trust,  the  truBteefi 
were  empowered  to  wind  up  the  exieting  buBiness  and  required 
to  retransfer  to  the  owners  their  several  shares  in  the  grants, 
franchises  and  property. 

The  complaint  does  not  aver  that  there  was  any  wrongful 
interference,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  with  the  duties 
of  the  trustees.  Nor  does  it  show  what  title  or  interest  the 
plaintiff  had ;  nor  is  there  any  allegation  of  insolvency,  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  nor  of  danger  to  the  property  or 
interests  concerned.  A  receiver  in  such  a  case,  before  answer, 
should  not  be  appointed  ( West  agt.  Swcmj  3  J^dw.  Oh,  B.y 
420 ;  LmdUy  on  Part.^  849-858 ;  Srmth  agt.  Lawe^  1  Ecko. 
Ch,  -ff.,  33).  Here  the  plaintiff  himself  was  one  of  the  trus- 
tees, and,  according  to  his  own  averment,  he  was  the  only 
trustee  in  the  state  authorized  to  conduct  the  business  and 
manage  the  property.  He  does  not  complain  of  any  want  of 
power  to  execute  the  trusts  with  which  he  was  charged,  and 
the  procurement  of  an  order  for  a  receiver,  under  the  circum- 
stances, and  the  surrender  of  the  property  to  him,  seem  like 
plain  violations  of  his  duty  as  a  trustee. 

Upon  the  affidavits  read  on  this  motion,  it  appears  suffi- 
ciently plain  that  the  order  for  the  receiver,  obtained  late  at 
night,  and  the  private  sale  made  the  next  morning  by  the 
receiver,  without  notice  to  the  defendants  Wood  and  Colton, 
were  fraudulent  steps  as  against  them;  and,  however  techni- 
cally authorized  by  the  forms  of  legal  procedure,  are,  in  fact, 
hostile  to  all  principles  of  equity,  and  in  conflict  with  the 
due  and  ordinary  proceedings,  in  a  court  of  justice.  I  do  not 
think  any  judicial  sanction  should  be  given  to  the  exploit, 
which  has  resulted  in  a  supposed  judicial  sale,  that  cannot  be 
characterized  otherwise  than  as  unjustifiable,  and  maHe  under 
such  circumstances  as  will  prevent  confirmation  by  the  court. 

It  seems  almost  too  plain  for  argument  that  such  a  sale 
should  be  set  aside.  It  has  the  appearance  of  a  contrivance 
to  deprive  the  defendants  Wood  and  Oolton  of  their  interests 
in  the  grants,  franchises  and  property  which  were  the  subject 
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of  the  sale.  The  subsequent  transactions,  detailed  in  the 
affidavits,  especially  the  return  to  the  other  defendants  of 
their  several  interests,  lends  countenance  to  the  apparent 
intention. 

The  motion  to  vacate  the  order  appointing  Mr.  Morrisey 
as  receiver,  it  is  argued,  should  be  denied  because  he  has 
resigned;  and  t-he  court,  on  the  31st  of  October,  1870, 
accepted  his  resignation,  and  appointed  Felix  McClosky  in 
his  place.  I  have  not  been  able  to  ascertain  from  the  papers 
that  any  notice  was  given  of  the  application  for  a  change  of 
receivers.  It  was  asserted  by  the  defendants'  counsel,  on  the 
argument,  that  McClosky  "  was  surreptitiously  substituted." 
It  does  appear,  however,  that  the  $5,000  in  cash,  received  by 
Morrisey  at  the  sale,  was  retained  by  himself,  and  applied 
upon  a  claim  he  professed  to  have  for  the  unpaid  price  of  an 
interest  in  the  lottery  business.  It  is  objected,  too,  that  the 
sale  by  Morrisey  should  not  be  disturbed  at  this  late  day, 
when  the  defendants  have  been  so  tardy  in  moving  against 
it.  They  have,  with  due  diligence,  moved  against  the  order 
appointing  the  receiver;  and  it  appears  not  to  have  been 
their  fault  that  no  decision  of  the  motion  has  hitherto  been 
made.  The  defendants  have  also  succeeded  in  setting  aside 
the  order  confirming  the  sale ;  since  which  time  they  have 
used  all  proper  diligence  to  vacate  the  sale  itself.  I  think 
the  time  has  come  when  the  sale  should  be  declared  void ; 
and  that  there  has  been  no  such  change  of  interests  by  the 
receiver,  the  purchaser  or  the  plaintiff  as  should  prevent  the 
vacation  of  the  sale. 

Another  objection  to  interference  with  the  order  for  a 
receiver,  and  with  the  sale, is  that  actions  have  been  brought; 
one  by  Colton  and  Dickinson  against  the  plaintiff  and  others, 
and  another  by  Colton  against  all  parties  in  interest;  in 
which  issues  have  been  raised  touching  the  validity  of  the 
Morrisey  appointment,  and  of  the  sale  to  "William  L.  Sim- 
mons ;  and  it  is  contended  that  these  issues,  when  brought  to 
trial,  will  afford  the  best  opportunity  to  ascertain  the  facts 
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on  which  the  removal  of  the  receiver  and  the  vacation  of  the 
Bale  8re  claimed. 

There  is,  indeed^  mnch  conflict  of  statement  in  the  affida- 
vits before  me,  espeeially  with  regard  to  the  title,  and  the 
valne  of  the  interests  of  the  several  parties  in  the  grants, 
franchises  and  property  in  question ;  bnt  there  is  little  or  no 
dispute  as  to  the  appointment  of  the  receiver,  and  the  time 
and  manner  of  the  sale.  Nor  is  the  ex  parte  character  of 
those  proceedings  disputed.  The  proceedings  were  unjusti- 
fiable in  their  nature ;  and  the  only  shield  that  protects  them 
is  an  ^0?  jxj^te  order,  obtained  from  a  judge  n^r  midnight, 
and  which  was  acted  upon,  expa/rte^  the  ne:Kt  morning,  when 
the  overseer  made  the  sale  in  the  lobby  of  the  Hofimah 
House.  It  may  very  well  be  that,  if  the  order  is  allowed  to 
stand,  its  validity  cannot  be  questioned  in  a  collateral  action ; 
and,  at  all  events,  it  is  more  proper  that  the  motion  to  vacate 
it  should  be  made  in  the  action  wherein  it  was  granted.  In 
the  same  connection  it  may  also  be  remarked  that  the  defend- 
ant, Wood,  is  not  a  plaintiff  in  either  of  the  actions  referred 
to,  and  has  not  lost  any  right  thereby  to  make  the  motion  in 
this  action  to  vacate  the  receivership  and  the  sale.  The 
appointment  of  the  receiver  and  the  sale  made  by  him  were, 
under  the  circumstances,  acts  of  bad  faith,  if  not  of  fraud. 
The  plaintiff  should  not  hope  to  reap  more  than  a  temporary 
advantage  from  such  proceedings;  and  on  the  uncontradicted 
facts  it  is  apparent  that  the  receiver  willingly  lent  himself 
to  aid  an  unjustifiable  sale. 

But  it  is  contended  the  lottery  grants  are  not  property  in 
this  state ;  and  anything  connected  with  them  is  only  a  para- 
site, illegal  an<^ worthless;  that  the  state  prohibits  lotteries 
as  common  nuisances,  and  the  courts  cannot  be  invoked  to 
aid  them  directly  or  indirectly ;  also,  that  the  moment  the 
trust  was  revoked,  the  illegal  business  could  not  exist  an 
hour,  nor  be  protected  or  carried  on  by  the  receiver  for  a  sin- 
gle day.    Why,  then,  should  a  receiver  have  been  appointed? 

It  has  been  correctly  said,  that  when  parties  traffic  in  for 
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bidden  things^  and  then  break  faith  with  each  other,  the  law, 
whose  mission  it  is  to  right  the  innocent  and  to  enforce  the 
performance  of  licit  obligations  only,  will  leave  them  to  such 
inntoal  redress  as  their  own  standard  of  honor  may  award 
{Boatner  agt.  Yarborough,  12Zoui8iana  Anmcal,  251). 

It  is  also  a  principle  as  old  as  the  common  law,  that  courts 
ought  not  to  lend  their  aid  in  compelling  the  performance  of 
contracts  which  arise  ex  turpi  oavsa.  Whenever  a  contract 
or  transaction  is  tainted  with  turpitude,  it  cannot  be  enforced 
(Jjighijfoot  agt.  Tenant^  1  Bo%,  <&  PvUer^  551 ;  LangUm  agt. 
Hughes^  1  Monde  <&  Sekoyn^  593 :  Pres.  Merchcmtff  Bank 
agt.  Spcddmg^  12  Banrb,^  307 ;  Spalding  ^.  Prestony  21  7J5., 
9 ;  Wateon  agt.  JFletoher,  7  Gfrattan  Va.y  1 ;  Booth  agt. 
HodgaoUy  6  Term,  -ff.,  405;  Hunt  agt.  KnickerhaokeTy  6 
John.  335> 

In  Downs  agt.  Qaa/rleSy  lAtteWe  Sdect  Oases  {Kentuoky\  p. 
491,  the  court  said :  ^'  where  two,  in  equal  guilt,  have  agreed 
to  game,  the  chancellor  or  court  of  conmion  law  ought  not  to 
interfere  between  them,  further  than  to  allow  the  possessor  of 
the  iniquitous  gains  to  retain  what  he  holds,  and  to  inflict 
the  appropriate  penalties  for  violating  the  laws  of  society, 
provided  by  the  statutes  themselves."  It  was  also  well 
observed  in  Ahhe  agt.  Ma/rr  (14  CW.,  211),  that  "  when  the 
plaintiff  asserts  his  own  turpitude,  he  sends  his  case  ont  of 
court.  If,  in  attempting,  by  way  of  reprisal  or  otherwise,  to 
surrender  another,  he  becomes  the  victim  6f  his  own  acts,  it 
may  become  a  question  in  morals  or  in  honor  which  party  is 
the  more  culpable.  Courts  of  law  entertain  no  discussion  on 
the  subject,  but  terminate  the  controversy  by  shutting  their 
doors  in  the  face  of  the  intruder."  It  is  soi^ht  to  apply  the 
principle  of  these  and  of  similar  authorities  to  the  claims 
made  by  the  defendants,  Wood  and  Oolton,  in  respect  of  Ae 
lottery  grants,  franchises,  and  property  which  are  the  subject 
of  this  action ;  but  does  it  not  eqnaUy  apply  to  the  plaintiff; 
and  what  right  had  he,  therefore,  to  call  on  the  court  to 
appoint  a  receiver  ? 
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I  think  the  plaintiff  cannot  call  upon  the  court  to  apply, 
the  principle  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  Morrisey 
receivership  or  sale.  The  plaintiff,  the  receiver  and  the  pur- 
chaser were  alike  instruments,  under  the  color  of  judicial 
sanction,  in  getting  up  a  title  to  the  property  in  question, 
against  the  claims  of  the  defendants.  •  Whatever  may  be  said 
of  the  lottery  grants  and  franchises,  there  was  o^er  property 
covered  by  the  order  and  mfula  the  subject  .of  tiie  9^le.  It  is 
r^erred  to  in  the  complaint,  and  is  specified  in  the  deed  of 
trust,  as  ''certain  printing-presses,  plates,  types,  material 
appurtenant  thereto,  and  other  personal  property,''  as  set 
forth  in  the  several  assignments  made  to  the  trustees. 

All  this  property  is  free  from  the  taint  of  moral  turpitude 
and  is  within  the  protection  of  law ;  although  its  chief  value, 
probably,  consisted  in  the  use  to  which  it  was  applied  in  the 
lottery  business. 

The  lottery  grants  and  franchises  were  based  on  certain 
statutes  of  Missouri,  Kentucky,  Delaware  and  Georgia,  and 
were  lawful  grants  and  property  according  to  the  laws  of 
those  states.  They  were  valuable  grants  in  those  states,  and 
the  business  which  they  authorize  was  lav^ul  there. 

According  to  the  laws  of  New  York,  lotteries  are  prohibited 
as  contrary  to  morality  and  the  public  good.  But  this  was 
not  always  the  law  here.  The  constitution  of  1821  provided 
"  No  lottery  shall  hereafter  be  authorized  in  this  state,  and 
the  legislature  shall  pass  laws  to  prevent  the  sale  of  all  lot- 
tery tickets  within  this  state  except  in  lotteries  already  pro- 
vided for  by  law."  The  constitution  of  1846  contains  a 
similar  provision.  In  1820  the  city  of  Albany  was  authorized 
to  dispose  of  the  public  lands  by  a  lottery  {£mos  of  1820,  jp. 
224),  and  the  policy  of  raising  money  by  lottery  for  public 
purposes,  such  as  for  literary  and  benevolent  institutions, 
continued  to  prevail  in  this  state  until  1833  {Lamu  of  1838, 
jp.  484).  Foreign  laws  are  of  no  eflScacy  here  «»  proprio 
viffore;  by  comity  only  are  they  regarded,  and  the  courts 
determine  how  far  that  comity  shall  extend.  In  TAe  Com- 
Vol.  XLV  85 
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rrumwedUh  of  Kentucky  agt.  Basaford^  (6  ffiK,  626),  which 
was  an  action  on  a  bond  executed  here,  to  be  performed  in 
Kentucky,  conditioned  for  the  faithful  performance  of  duties 
enjoined  by  a  law  of  Kentucky,  authorizing  the  obligees  to 
sell  lottery  tickets  for  the  benefit  of  a  college  in  that  state 
it  was  held  that  as  the  bond  was  valid  at  the  place  where 
the  condition  was  to  be  performed,  the  courts  of  this  state 
should  uphold  it,-  notwithstanding  our  statutes  against  lot- 
teries. Referring  to  the ,  sanction  which  our  state  had 
formerly  given  to  lotteries,  especially  for  public  purposes, 
chief  justice  Nelson,  in  that  case,  said:  "It  would  be 
rather  ungracious  for  our  courts,  under  these  circum- 
stances, to  refuse  to  uphold  the  contract  within  the  rule 
of  comity,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  founded  in  moral  turpi- 
tude." The  bond  in  that  case  was  a  lawful  contract  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  Kentucky,  where  its  condition  was  to  be 
performed,  and,  therefore,  within  the  rule  of  comity,  it  was 
treated  as  valid  here,  and  the  court  in  New  York  allowed  an 
action  to  be  prosecuted  on  it.  The  grants  made  by  the  seve- 
ral states  named  are  lawful  grants  in  those  states.  The  fran- 
chises they  confer  would  be  protected  as  property  there. 
While  it  must  be  admitted  the  business  which  they  license 
could  not  lawfully  be  pursued  within  this  state,  still  it  would 
seem  that  when  the  grants  are  the  subject  of  litigation  in  this 
state,  the  courts  here,  within  the  rule  of  comity,  would  extend 
to  them  protection  as  rights  of  property  secured  to  their  own- 
lers  by  the  laws  of  the  states  which  created  them. 

Lotteries  are  declared  nuisances  in  the  state  of  New  York 
(1 B.  S.y  665-672),  and  lotteries  and  the  sale  of  lottery  tickets 
are  prohibited.  (1  Edm.  Stat.^  39).  It  is  made  a  penal 
offence  to  vend  a  lottery  policy,  or  any  writing,  card,  paper  or 
document,  in  the  nature  of  a  wager  or  insurance  upon  the 
drawing,  or  numbers  to  be  drawn,  in  a  lottery ;  and  persons 
engaged  in  such  illicit  business  are  to  be  treated  as  common 
gamblers.  {Laws  of  1851,  chwp,  504 ;  Laws  of  1855,  chap. 
214 ;  4  Edm.  StahUeSj  ^.  40).    But  notwithstanding  these  pro- 
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hibitions  of  lotteries,  and  the  business  connected  with  lotteries 
in  this  state,  which  are  proper  provisions  to  prevent  persons 
from  being  seduced  into  gaming  and  wagering  and  from 
upholding  the  hazards  of  lotteries,  it  does  not  follow  that  lot- 
terj  grants  and  franchises  are  not  valuable  property  in  the 
states  where  lotteries  are  allowed.  The  plaintifE  has  himself 
asserted,  in  his  complaint,  that  these  lottery  grants,  and  the 
business  connected  with  them,  are  fully  legalized  in  and  by 
the  states  whose  legislatures  made  the  grants,  and  that,  as 
property,  they  have  the  same  nature  as  other  personal  pro- 
perty, and  have  been,  and  "  are  of  great  pecuniary  value." 
He  cannot,  therefore,  in  this  action,  be  heard  to  say  that  these 
grants,  because  ill^al  in  New  York,  have  no  property-quality 
or  pecuniary  value  in  the  states  where  they  are  lawful,  which 
by  comity  will  not  be  treated  as  property  here. 

The  plaintiffs  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  December  16, 
1869,  appointing  a  receiver,  is  granted ;  and  the  sale  made  by 
the  receiver  on  the  next  day  is  set  aside  and  declared  void, 
with  ten  dollars  costs  of  the  motion,  to  abide  the  ev^it. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
James  H.  Taylor  agt.  William  A.  Gubst. 

Where  8U)MTokeT8^  on  receiying  a  quantity  of  railroad  bonds  for  sale  for 
the  best  market  price,  they  having  no  quotable  market  rate,  inform 
another  broker  of  the  receipt  of  such  bonds  and  request  the  latter  to 
find  a  purchaser  for  them,  who  sends  his  messenger  to  inquire  into  the 
particulars  respecting  the  bcMids,  and  the  messenger  is  also  ai^d  to  find 
a  porchaser  f or  them  and  the.  messenger  subsequently  returns  with  a 
letter  from  his  employer  to  the  holders  that  he  will  give  a  certain  sum 
for  them,  and  the  messenger  remarks  that  it  is  the  best  price  obtainable, 
upon  which  the  holders,  on  receiving  the  check  of  the  broker,  without 
any  commission  being  charged,  close  the  sale  at  the  price  offered,  wiU 
be  entitled  to  recover  of  the  purchaser  fifteen  per  c^nt  more,  where  at 
time  of  closing  the  sale  the  purchaser  had  already  closed  a  bargain  with 
another  purchaser  for  fifteen  per  cent  more  than  he  gave.  The  fraud  in 
the  statement  of  the  messenger,  that  "  that  is  the  best  price  obtainable,*' 
being  the  groimd  of  the  recovery. 

New  York  Oeneral  Term^  June^  1873. 

Thb  plaintiff  placed  with  his  brokers,  Scott,.  Strong  <fe  Co., 
in  November,  1871,  $110,000  of  the  Jefferson  railroad  bonds, 
directing  them  to  sell  them  at  the  best  market  rate.  The 
bonds  had  no  quotable  market  rate,  and  Scott,  Strong  &;  Oo. 
sent  word  to  defendant,  a  broker,  that  they  had  the  bonds  for 
sale.  One  Potter  J.  Thomas  called  on  Scott,  Strong  &  Oo., 
to  obtain  the  particulars,  and  they  asked  him  to  get  a  pur- 
chaser. Shortly  after  Thomas  called  on  Scott,  Strong  &  Co. 
with  a  letter  from  defendant,  in  which  he  offered  sixty  per 
cent  for  the  bonds,  and  Thomas  remarked  it  was  the  best 
price  obtainable.  Scott,  Strong  &  Oo.,  relying  on  Thomas' 
statement,  accepted  in  writing  Guest's  offer  and  delivered  him 
the  bonds,  receiving  defendant's  check  therefor  for  $66,000. 
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A  month  afterward  Mr.  Scott  dificovered  that  at  the  time 
Thomas  had  told  them  that  sixty  per  cent  was  the  highest 
price  he  could  get,  he  and  Guest  had  actnallj  closed  a  bargain 
with  Daniel  Drew  to  take  the  bonds  at  seventy-five  per  cent, 
Scott,  Strong  &  Co.  at  once  demanded  the  whole  of  the 
seventy-five  per  cent,  which  Guest  refused.  A  suit  was 
brought  to  recover  the  difEerence.  Guest  testified  that  Thomas 
was  not  his  agent,  and  that  his  statements  were  unauthorized 
by  him.  His  books  were  produced,  and  it  appeared  there- 
from that  he  divided  certain  profits  with  Thomas.  The 
court  decided  that,  as  Guest  had  received  and  charged  no 
conmiission,  but  had  openly  bid  in  his  own  name  and  given 
his  own  checks  for  the  purchase-price,  plaintiff  could  not 
recover.  The  plaintiff  appealed,  and  the  whole  case  was 
argued  before  the  full  bench. 

H.  S.  Bennett,  for  plaintiff . 
"Waldo  Hutohings,  fcr  dtfendant. 

Bbady^  «/. — ^The  evidence  in  this  case  establishes  the  facts 
that  Mr.  Scott  sent  to  the  defendant's  office  to  say  that  his 
firm  held  the  bonds  and  wanted  to  sell  them  or  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser for  them ;  that  ip  response  Mr.  Thomas  called  and  was 
advised  by  Mr.  Scott  that  he  wanted  him  to  sell  the  bonds  for 
the  best  price  he  could ;  that  Thomas  had  previously  acted  for 
the  defendant  in  transactions  of  a  similar  character;  that 
Thomas  and  the  defendant  obtained  an  offer  of  seventy-five 
per  cent  for  the  bonds ;  that  subsequently  Thomas  went  to 
Mr.  Scott  and  said  that  sixty  per  cent  was  the  best  price  he 
could  obtain ;  that  Mr.  Scott  finally  accepted  the  bid,  and  that 
the  defendant  gave  his  checks  for  the  amount  of  the  price  of 
both  purchases.  It  also  appears  that 'Mr.  Scott,  when  he 
learned  that  the  bonds  had  been  sold  to  Mr.  Drew  for  seventy- 
five  per  cent,  complained  to  Thomas  of  the  circumstance  as  a 
fraud,  and  that  the  latter  admitted  having  made  the  state- 
ment that  sixty  per  cent  was  the  best  price  he  could  obtain 
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for  the  bonds.  The  referee  finds  that  Thomas  made  this 
representation,  but  adds  that  it  was  done  without  the  know- 
ledge of  and  without  any  express  direction  or  authority  of  or 
from  the  defendant.  It  is  not  questioned,  indeed  it  cannot 
be,  that  the  defendant  reaped  the  benefit  of  such  representa- 
tion. He  gave  the  checks  for  the  bonds  knowing  that  he 
had  a  purchaser  who  stood  ready  to  pay  him  fifteen  per  cent 
advance,  and  whom  he  had  secured  prior  to  the  purchase. 
The  fiftct  that  Thomas  represented  him  and  that  he  knew  it, 
whether  he  was  ignorant  of  his  mode 'of  negotiation  or  not,  is 
undoubtedly  established  by  the  proof,  and  on  well  settled  prin- 
ciples he  is  responsible  for  the  conduct  of  his  agent  {Story  an 
Agency ^pp.  126, 127,  and  cases  cited  ;  Elwell  agt.  Chamberlin^ 
31  iT.  T.  Rep.,  611 ;  Outchers  agt.  Whiting,  46  Ba^h,  139 ; 
Story  on  Contracts,  vol.  1,  c.  496  [4^A  ed.l ;  Parsons  on  Con- 
tracts, vol.X,  73  \^th  edJ] ;  Atwood  agt.  Small,  6  Bl.  <&  F.,  448). 
The  referee  finds  that  Mr.  Scott  had  a  right  to  presume,  from 
the  relations  existing  between  Thomas  and  •the  defendant, 
that  Thomas  made  the  statement  under  consideration  as  the 
agent  or  employe  of  the  defendant,  and  therefore,  whether  he 
knew  it  or  not,  is,  as  already  suggested,  immaterial.  He 
availed  himself  of  the  result  of  the  misrepresentation,  and  he 
cannot  hold  it  either  in  law  or  in  morals.  It  is  enough,  to 
require  him  to  make  restitution,  that  through  the  instrumen- 
tality of  his  authorized  representatiye  he  has  obtained  improp- 
erly what  he  is  called  upon  to  restore  {ElweU  agt.  Chamberlin, 
supra).  No  other  proposition  can  be  maintained  in  courts  of 
justice,  and  the  contrary  has  not  been  asserted  except  where 
the  agent  has  acted  beyond  the  sphere  or  scope  of  his  power 
or  authority  in  reference  to  the  transaction.  The  statement 
of  the  best  price  was  legitimately  within  it,  and  was  one,  as 
stated  by  the  learned  referee,  upon  which  Messrs.  Scott, 
Strong  ife  Co.  had  a  right  to  rely.  This  is  not  the  case  of  an 
offer  made  by  a  person  contemplating  a  purchase,  where  the 
right  undoubtedly  exists  to  make  any  bid  which  judgment  or 
fancy  may  dictate.    It  is,  on  the  contrary,  a  transaction  in 
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which  the  dealing  rested  upon  the  statement  and  belief  that 
the  price  named  was  the  best  that  could  be  obtained,  made 
by  a  person  acting  on  behalf  of  the  seller,  or  pretending  to  do 
80,  no  matter  which.  The  omission  or  intention  not  to  pay 
a  commission  does  not  affect  the  question.  The  proof  that 
brokers  do  not  charge  it  as  against  each  other  is  not  material 
in  this  case.  The  fraudulent  element  which  pervades  the 
transaction  destroys  all  minor  considerations  {See  ConJcey  agt. 
£(mdy^S4:  Bari.y  276;  Same  Case  in  Court  of  Ajppealsj  3 
Abb.^  N.  S.y  415).  And  it  may  be  said  in  addition  that  the 
defendant's  gain  by  the  sale  which  he  made  was  no  doubt 
entirely  satisfactory,  rendering  insignificant  the  amount  a 
commission  wquld  furnish.  It  seems,  therefore^  that  whether 
we  accept  the  findings  of  the  referee  or  group  them  from  the 
testimony,  this  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  such  must 
be  the  order  of  the  court. 

Note. — Suppose  that  Thomas,  the  messenger,  when  he  took  defendant's 
letter  and  check  which  he  deUvered  to  Scott,  Strong  &  Co.,  had  remained 
silent,  and  made  no  statement  whatever  as  io  the  best  price  which  conld 
be  obtained  for  the  bonds,  and  Scott,  Strong  &  Co.  had  closed  the  sale  by- 
accepting  the  defendant's  offer  and  his  check,  would  the  defendant  have  been 
liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  additional  fifteen  per  cent  which  he  received 
from  Drew?  Probably. not,  as  there  would  have  been  no  misrepresenta- 
tion in  the  matter  In  such  case.  Now,  how  does  the  misrepresentation  ot 
Thomas  create  the  defendant's  liabUity?  It  would  seem  to  be  only  by 
showing  that  Thomas  acted  as  his  agent.  What  are  the  facts  about  this? 
They  are  that  the  defendant  swore  that  Thomas  was  not  his  agent  and 
had  no  authority  from  him  to  make  such  statement,  and  so  the  referee 
finds.  The  fact  that  Strong,  Scott  &  Co.  had  a  right  to  presume  and  to 
rely  upon  the  statement  of  Thomas,  because  he  had  previously  acted  for 
the  defendant  in  transactions  of  a  similar  character,  would  go  for  nothing, 
after  the  evidence  was  given,  by  the  defendant  in  this  case,  that  Thomas 
was  not  his  agent,  and  had  no  authority  from  him  to  make  the  representa- 
tions statedC 

It  would  appear  to  be  pretty  critical  and  hazardous  dealing  among 
stockbrokers  if,  where  one  sends  his  errand  boy  or  i)orter  with  a  letter 
containing  an  offer  to  purchase  stocks  to  another,  the  latter  can  by  some 
false  statement  made  by  the  messenger,  without  any  authority  whatever, 
make  the  former  liable  to  respond  in  damages  for  the  effect  of  such  state- 
ment.— Rbp. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Natiokal  State  Bank  of  Teoy  agt.  Oscab  H.  Hib- 
BABD  and  LuoT  M.  his  wife,  William  BiaffroL  and  Mabtha 
J.  his  wife,  Adam  W.  Kline,  C.  Beown  Snydee,  and 
others. 

Where  there  are  several  pieces  of  real  estate  owned  by  two  individuals, 
who  are  doing  business  as  a  firm,  and  as  such  each  mortgages  his  sepa- 
rate estate  to  a  bank  conditioned  as  continuing  security  to  said  bank  for 
all  loans  and  discounts  then  existing  or  thereafter  to  be  made  by  said 
bank  to  or  for  said  firm,  then  one  member  of  the  firm  sells  his  real  estate 
subject  to  the  mortgage  to  the  bank,  reciting  the  mortgage  in  the  deed, 
and  the  other  member  of  the  firm  makes  a  mortgage  on  his  real  estate  to 
a  creditor  of  the  firm,  and  subsequent  to  the  mortgage  to  the  bank 
thereon,  and  the  grantee  of  the  other  real  estate  executes  a  mortgage 
on  one  of  the  pieces  of  real  estate  so  conveyed  to  her  to  a  third  person : 
In  a  foreclosure  by  the  bank  of  their  mortgage,  the  subsequent  mortga- 
gees upon  the  different  estates  so  mortgaged  to  the  bank  may  serve 
upon  the  plaintiff  answers  in  equity  setting  forth  their  various  rights 
in  eqmty,.  and  demand  in  equity  a  sale  of  the  various  pieces  of  property 
by  the  plaintiff  first,  as  they  claim  will  best  protect  their  equitable 
rights,  and  either  defendant,  upon  his  answer  so  served  upon  the  plain- 
tiff, and  upon  the  service  of  the  necessary  papers  and  motion  upon  the 
plaintiff,  move  the  court  for  the  appointment  of  a  referee  to  hear  the 
proofs  of  the  respective  parties,  and  to  report  to  the  court  the  amount 
due  the  plaintiff,  and  the  proofs  of  the  plaintiff^s  case,  and  also  to  find, 
decide  and  report  upon  aU  questions  of  fact  and  law,  and  upon  the 
equities  of  subsequent  mortgagees,  and  may  find,  decide  and  report  to 
the  court  in  what  form  the  plaintiff  shall  enter  his  judgment  and  decree, 
and  in  what  order  he  shall  sell  the  various  pieces  of  real  estate,  covered 
by  the  various  mortgages,  and  in  what  way  he  shall  satisfy  his  various 
mortgages  out  of  the  different  fimds  ;  and  also  as  to  the  order  of  paty- 
ment  of  the  subsequ  ent  mortgagees  out  of  the  surplus  mone3r8  arising 
from  a  sale  of  the  several  parcels  of  land  so  sold.  And  the  referee  may 
also  find,  decide  and  report,  as  to  the  right  of  a  subsequent  mortgagee 
upon  one  parcel,  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  sell  another  piece  of  property 
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which  has  been  sold  sabsequent  to  making  the  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff 
thereon ;  first,  to  satisfy  its  dae  proportion  of  the  plaintiff's  debt,  costs, 
etc.,  before  selling  the  real  estate  covered  by  the  other  subsequent  mort- 
gage. A  referee  so  appointed  takes  the  place  of  a  former  master  in 
chancery,  and  the  rales  and  practice  under  the  Code  do  not  apply  to 
cases  in  equity  of  this  kind ;  by  the  answer  tlie  case  is  changed  to  one 
in  equity. 

The  recital  in  a  deed  of  a  mortgage  upon  the  land  conveyed,  with  a  clause 
that  the  grantee  hereby  assumes  to  pay  and  discharge  the  same,  the 
grantee  and  his  assigns  are  estopped  (torn  denying  its  validity,  or  6f 
the  plaintiff's  Hght  to  fol^ose  and  seU  the  land  therdn  deseribed,  not- 
withstanding the  oonve  yanoe ;  and  a  subsequent  mortgagee  upon  another 
property,  also  mortgaged  to  the  plaintiff  to  secure  a  part  of  the  same 
debt,  has  a  right  in  equity  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  satisfy,  ih)m  the  land 
so  conveyed,  its  due  proportion  of  the  burden  it  bears,  the  plaintiff  hold- 
ing two  fbnds  for  the  same  debt 

A  subsequent  creditor  upon  one  only  of  the  ftmds  has  a  light  to  throw 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  first  instance,  upon  the  land  which  the  defendant 
has  no  lien  and  cannot  reach  to  satisfy  its  proportion  of  the  double  fhnd, 
on  the  ground  that  the  lands  are  charged  wfth  a  burden,  and  the  charge 
ought  to  be  borne  equally,  and  one  part  ought  not  to  bear  more  than 
its  due  proportion,  and  equity  will  preserve  this  equality  by  compelling 
the  owner  of  each  part  to  pay  its  just  proportion. 

Wyoming  Special  Tetm^  May^  1873* 
O.  M.  HuNGEBFOBD,  referee, 
ExcBpnoNS  to  referee's  report 

Motion  for  confirmation  of  the  same,  for  judgment,  and  for 
additional  allowance  of  costs. 

Gbobgb  JiATjf(yr  plavntiff. 
D.  B.  CABVEBj/br  defendcmt  Kline. 
A.  Habbington,  for  defendants  Martha  J.  Bristol^  0. 
S,  Stbbard  and  C.  B.  Snyder. 

Daniels,  J. — The  defendants,  Oscar  H.  Hibbard  and 
William  Bristol,  were  copartners  in  business  in  the  years  1869 
and  1870,  in  the  village  of  Warsaw.  On  the  twelfth  day  of 
January,  1869,  each  of  the  copartners  executed  and  delivered 
a  bond  and  mortgage  to  the  Wyoming  County  National 
Vol.  XLV  86 
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Bank  of  Warsaw,  to  secare  all  loans  and  discounts  made  by 
the  bank,  or  to  be  made  to  or  for  the  firm.  The  bond  and 
mortgage  executed  by  the  defendant  Hibbard  was  made  to 
secure  such  loans,  discounts  and  advances,  up  to  the  sum  of 
$6,000 ;  while  the  bond  and  mortgage  executed  by  Bristol 
was  a  like  security,  up  to  the  amount  of  $10,000.  Each 
mortgage  was  given  upon  two  pieces  of  land  owned  by  the 
copartner  executing  it ;  and  under  those  securities  the  firm 
became  indebted  to  the  bank  holding  them  in  an  amount 
slightly  exceeding  the  sum  of  $10,000,  the  excess  being  inte- 
rest upon  the  debt  Before  the  notes  were  given  by  the 
firm  constituting  the  present  indebtedness,  Oscar  H.  Hibbard 
executed  and  delivered  a  warrantee  deed,  in  which  his  wife 
joined,  of  the  two  parcels  of  land  described  in  the  mortgage 
given  by  him  to  the  bank,  to  Martha  J.  Bristol,  the  wife  of 
the  other  copartner,  William  BristoL  This  deed  excepted 
from  the  warrantee  contained  in  it  the  mortgage  given  by 
the  grantor  to  the  bank,  and  contained  the  further  provision 
that  the  grantee  assumed  to  pay  and  discharge  the  portion  of 
the  debt  that  mortgage  was  given  to  secure.  And  after  the 
debt  had  matured  which  the  firm  contracted  with  the  bank, 
Martha  J.  Bristol,  the  grantee  in  this  deed,  executed  and 
delivered  a  mortgage  upon  one  of  the  pieces  of  land  mort- 
gaged to  the  bank  to  C.  Brown  Snyder,  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  $7,974.47,  for  which  three  promissory  notes  were 
stated  in  the  mortgage  to  have  been  made  by  William  Bristol 
and  indorsed  by  Lowry  ife  Jeflfrey,  due  in  four  months  from 
December  23, 1870,  January  2  and  February  2, 1871.  This 
mortgage  was  dated  on  the  eighth  of  June,  1871,  and  acknow- 
ledged on  the  sixteenth  of  the  following  September.  Before 
that  mortgage  was  given,  and  on  the  sixteenth  of  March, 
1871,  the  defendants,  William  Bristol  and  Martha  his  wife, 
executed  and  delivered  to  Hiram  H.  Lee  a  mortgage  upon 
both  the  pieces  of  land  described  in  their  mortgage  to  the 
bank,  to  secure  the  sum  of  $4,500,  and  interest  thereon,  due 
in  one  year. 
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This  mortgage  was  acknowledged  on  the  twentj-second 
day  of  March,  1871,  and  recorded  on  the  same  day ;  and  on 
the  twenty-ninth  day  of  May,  1871,  it  was  assigned  to  the 
defendant  Adam  W,  Kline. 

When  the  deed  was  made  from  Hibbard  and  wife  to  the 
defendant  Martha  J.  Bristol,  William  Bristol  executed  and 
delivered  to  Hibbard,  his  copartner,  an  agreement  by  which 
he  agreed  either  to  pay  to  Hibbard,  or,  in  liquidation  of  other 
partnership  debts,  the  excess  for  which  the  premises  conveyed 
might  be  sold,  within  a  reasonable  time,  over  the  sum  of 
$5,500;  and  also  to  pay  the  indebtedness  of  the  firm  of 
Hibbard  &  Bristol  to  the  Wyoming  County  National  Bank ; 
and  under  this  agreement  it  is  now  insisted  by  the  counsel 
for  the  defendants,  Hibbard,  Snyder  and  Martha  J.  Bristol, 
that  the  referee  erred  in  not  reporting  that  the  two  pieces  of 
land,  included  in  the  mortgage  given  by  William  Bristol  to 
the  bank,  should  not  be  sold  before  the  land  described  in  the 
mortgage  given  the  bank  by  Hibbard  to  satisfy  the  indebted- 
ness of  the  firm,  of  which  the  plaintiff  has  since  become  the 
assignee.  The  referee,  instead  of  making  such  a  direction, 
required  the  two  pieces  of  land  to  be  first  sold,  which  are 
contained  in  the  mortgage  given  by  Hibbard  and  wife  to  the 
bank.  • 

Even  if  the  mortgage  debt  owing  to  the  defendant  Snyder 
had  been  properly  proven  before  the  referee,  he  could  claim 
nothing  more  in  this  respect  than  Martha  J.  Bristol,  the 
mortgagor.  For  before  the  mortgage  was  given  to  him  her 
husband,  William  Bristol,  executed  and  delivered  the  mort- 
gage made  to  Lee,  and  afterwards  assigned  to  the  defendant 
Kline,  on  the  premises  described  in  the  mortgage  he  had 
previously  given  to  the  bank.  By  this  mortgage  Lee  acquired 
the  right  to  insist  that  the  property  mortgaged  to  secure  the 
debt  owing  to  the  bank  should  be  sold  and  appropriated  to 
its  payment,  according  to  the  rights  and  interests  the  parties 
then  had  in  the  property ;  and  this  right  could  not  be 
impaired  by  any  encumbrance  which  Martha  J.  Bristol  might 
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afterwards  place  upon  the  property  conveyed  by  Hibbard  to 
her  in  which  Lee  or  his  assignee  (Kline)  was  not  a  party. 
By  the  mortgage  Bristol  executed  to  Lee,  all  ihe  interest 
the  mortgagor  had  at  that  time  in  the  property  became 
encumbered,  and  the  security  of  the  mortgagee  under  the 
mortgage  given  him  required  that  such  interest  should  be 
appropriated  so  fur  as  that  might  be  necessary  to  tiie  payment 
of  the  debt  secured  to  him.  For  that  reason,  if  he  had  the 
right,  as  the  mortgagee  of  the  copartner  William  Bristol,  to 
have  the  property  conveyed  by  the  other  copartner  to  Martha 
J.  Bristol  sold  for  the  payment  of  its  share  of  the  firm  debt 
to  the  bank,  as  that  was  described  in  the  mortgage  to  the 
bank,  it  was  neither  changed  nor  divested  by  the  circumstance 
that  she,  after  that,  mortgaged  the  property  conveyed  to  her 
to  Snyder.  By  the  mortgage  given  to  Lee  by  Bristol,  the 
former  therefore  had  the  right  to  insist  that  the  property  con- 
veyed by  Hibbard  to  Martha  J.  Bristol  should  bear  its  pro- 
portion of  the  debt  owing  by  the  firm  to  the  bank,  in  case 
her  husband,  the  other  copartner,  had  that  right  when  he 
gave  the  mortgage  on  the  property  mortgaged  to  the  biuik  to 
Lee.  The  point  presented  by  the  exceptions  in  effect  is, 
whether,  if  no  mortgages  had  been  given  after  those  taken  by 
the  bank,  the  copartner  Bristol  would  have  had  the  right  to 
have  the  property  conveyed  by  Hibbard,  his  copartner,  to  his 
wife  Martha  J.  Bristol,  sold  for  the  purpose  of  paying  its  por- 
tion of  the  pamership  debt  after  he  assumed  the  payment  of 
that  debt  by  the  agreement  he  gave  to  his  copartner.  Inde- 
pendently of  that  agreement,  it  seems  to  have  been  the  inten- 
tion of  the  individual  copartners,  in  giving  thek  mortgages 
to  the  bank,  to  create  securities  which  should  be  equally  bound 
for  the  payment  of  the  firm  debts  to  the  amount  of  $10,000 ; 
and  the  excess  beyond  that,  to  the  amount  of  $5,000,  was 
secured  by  the  bond  and  mortgage  of  the  copartner  Bristol, 
up  to  the  amount  of  $10,000 ;  the  mortgages  were  equal  secu- 
rities in  the  hands  of  the  bank,  each  equitably  bound  to  pay 
one-half  that  amount.    And  that  equality  to  that  extent  was 
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preeerved  by  the  deed  given  by  the  copartner  Hibbard  to 
Martha  J.  Bristol.  It  was  taken  in  such  form  as  to  continue 
the  preceding  lien  unimpaired  by  the  title  passing  to  the 
grantee  for  the  payment  and  satisfaction  of  $5,000  to  the  bank, 
to  which  the  preceding  mortgage  had  been  given.  And  while 
the  agreement  made  between  the  two  copartners  simnltane- 
onsly  with  the  execution  of  the  deed  provided  that  Bristol, 
the  hnsband  of  the  grantee  in  the  deed,  should  pay  the  debt 
to  the  bank,  which  at  that  time  amounted  to  more  than 
$10,000,  it  did  so  chiefly  in  consideration  of  the  execution 
and  delivery  of  that  deed.  It  was  in  effect,  according  to  the 
statement  made  in  the  contract,  because  that  deed  had  been 
executed  rendering  ihe  lands  conveyed  still  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  preceding  mortgage  to  the  bank,  that  Bristol 
undertook  to  pay  the  firm  debt  to  the  bank.  The  agreement 
necessarily  contemplated  the  continued  liability  of  the  pro- 
perty conveyed  for  the  debt,  and  because  of  that  continuance 
Bristol  assumed  the  debt.  By  means  of  the  special  provision 
made  on  that  subject  in  the  deed,  he  had  this  property, 
together  with  that  described  in  his  own  mortgage,  to  pay  the 
debt  with,  and  with  the  entire  security  so  preserved,  entered 
into  the  contract  with  Hibbard.  It  was  he,  and  not  his  wife, 
who  actually  transacted  the  business  with  Hibbard  when  the 
deed  was  taken,  and  it  could  not  have  been  his  intention  by 
the  agreement  to  exonerate  the  land  conveyed  from  the  bur- 
then which  care  appears  to  have  been  taken  to  specially 
impose  upon  it  as  a  protection  to  him  against  the  obligation 
which  he  assumed.  The  substance  of  the  transaction  seems 
to  have  been,  that  as  Hibbard  conveyed  the  lands  he  had 
mortgaged  to  the  bank  and  had  imposed  upon  his  grantee  the 
obligation  of  paying  his  share  of  the  firm  debt,  so  that  the  pro- 
perty conveyed  could  not  be  diverted  from  that  end,  Bristol, 
as  between  himself  and  his  copartner,  would  assume  the  pay- 
ment of  the  amount.  This  left  the  land  conveyed  the  pri- 
mary fund  for  the  discharge  of  $5,000  of  the  debt,  notwith- 
standing &e  provisions  contained  in  the  agreement,  and  Bris- 
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tol  had  the  right  as  against  his  wife,  the  grantee  in  the  deed, 
to  insist  npon  that  appropriation  of  it,  and  when  he  executed 
his  mortgage  to  Lee,  the  same  right  was  secjared  to  him  by 
force  of  the  security  then  made  (IngaUs  agt.  Morgom^  6  Sdd.^ 
178).  By  this  mortgage,  Lee  acquired  a  priority  in  that 
respect,  which  was  not  and  could  not  be  affected  or  disturbed 
by  the  mortgage  which  was  afterwards  given  by  Martha  J. 
Bristol  to  the  defendant  Snyder,  on  one  of  the  pieces  of  land 
described  in  the  deed  to  her  (  Wilkes  agt  Harpery  2  JSarb. 
Chy.j  838).  And  that  priority  passed  by  the  assignment  from 
Lee  to  the  defendant  Kline. 

But  if  the  papei*8  themselves  did  not  sustain  this  construo- 
tion,  the  same  consequence  would  still  follow.  For  the 
agreement  made  by  Bristol  with  Hibbard,  by  which  the  for- 
mer agreed  to  pay  the  firm  debts  to  the  bank,  was  not  recorded, 
and  no  actual  notice  of  its  existence  was  given  to  Lee  when 
he  took  his  mortgage.  He  had  a  right  to  assume,  from  the 
form  of  the  deed  from  Hibbard  to  Mrs.  Bristol,  that  the  land 
in  her  hands  remained  as  effectually  charged  with  one-half  the 
debt  to  the  bank,  provided  it  did  not  exceed  $10,000,  as  it 
was  while  Hibbard  continued  to  be  its  owner.  The  record 
gave  him  constructive  notice  of  that  fSsict,  and  be  had  the  same 
right  to  act  upon  it  that  he  would  if  the  notice  had  been  an 
actual  one.  At  the  time  he  took  the  mortgage  executed  to 
him  by  Bristol,  he  had  an  action  pending  for  the  recovery  of 
the  debt  owing  by  the  firm  and  by  Bristol  individually,  and 
proceedings  against  Hibbard  in  bankruptcy.  These  suits  and 
proceedings  were  discontinued  in  consideration  of  the  execution 
and  delivery  of  the  mortgage  and  notes  against  the  firm  and 
Bristol  individually  were  surrendered  up  to  the  amount  of 
about  $12,000.  As  that  was  done  on  the  &ith  of  the  security 
created  by  the  mortgage,  without  either  actual  or  constructive 
notice  of  the  agreement  given  by  Bristol  to  Hibbard,  it  made 
Lee  a  mortgagee  for  value  within  the  protection  of  the  rule 
as  it  is  now  established,  and  the  existence  and  provisions  of 
that  agreement  cannot  be  relied  upon  either  against  him  or 
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Klino,  his  assignee,  for  the  purpose  of  qualifjdng  their  rights 
tmder  the  mortgage  {Brown  agt.  LeaviU^  31  N.  T.,  113). 
The  cases  in  which  this  principle  has  been  usually  considered 
have  been  those  involving  the  rights  of  parties  to  commercial 
paper.  •  But  the  principle  it^lf  is  the  same  that  courts  of 
equity  have  always  applied  for  the  protection  of  honafide  pur- 
chasers and  encumbrances  against  the  consequences  of  latent 
liens  and  infirmities  of  title  not  actually  or  constructively 
known  to  them  at  the  time  of  the  advancement  of  the  consid- 
eration {Stoker  agt.  McDmaLd^  6  HiU^  93,  96).  And  it  is 
clearly  sufficient  to  entitle  the  mortgagee  to  the  protection 
ajf  orded  by  the  statute  against  unrecorded  encumbrances  (3^ 
R.  /SI,  \f>th  ed.l  45,  §  1). 

In  no  view  of  the  case  have  the  defendants,  who  excepted 
to  the  report  of  the  referee,  the  right  to  have  the  property 
conveyed  to  Mrs.  Bristol  either  exonerated  from  the  payment 
of  its  share  of  the  mortgage  debt  incurred  by  the  firm  to  the 
bank,  or  postponed  until  after  the  sale  of  the  land  described 
in  the  mortgage  given  by  the  defendant  Martha  J.  Bristol. 

The  debt  should  be  equally  collected  under  both  mortgages, 
as  the  principal  at  the  time  when  the  suit  was  commenced  did 
not  exceed  the  sum  of  $10,000  {Bramard  agt.  JoneSj  18  N. 
Y.y  35) ;  and  one-half  of  the  costs  and  expenses  should  also 
be  added  to  each  half  of  the  debt,  as  directed  by  the  referee. 
The  exceptions  to  the  referee's  report  because  some  of  the 
evidence  given  on  the  reference  was  not  subscribed,  cannot 
be  sustained.  That  was  a  matter  of  practice,  and  the  remedy 
for  the  irregularity  was  by  motion,  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
its  correction.  The  object  of  the  exceptions  was  to  bring  up 
the  merits  of  the  controversy  for  review,  not  to  correct  omis- 
sions in  mere  matters  of  practice,  and  the  exceptions  ought  to 
have  referred  specifically  to  the  evidence  required  to  be  con- 
sidered in  the  disposition  of  the  points  presented  by  them. 
The  practice  in  this  respect  is  accurately  set  forth  in  Cheen 
agt.  Bishop  (1  Clifford^  186).  The  exceptions  must  all  be 
overruled  for  the  reasons  already  given,  and  the  report  made 
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by  the  referee  should  be  confirmed,  and  judgment  of  foreclo- 
sure and  sale,  in  conformity  with  its  provisions,  directed  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 

This  was  not  a  difficult  and  extraordinary  case  within  the 
&ir  import  of  those  terms.  It  may  have  been  difficult  in 
some  respects,  but  it  certainly  was  not  an  extraordinary  liti- 
gation, and  for  that  reason  the  motion  for  an  additional  allow- 
ance of  costs  should  be  denied. 

As  each  party  has  succeeded  upon  one  motion,  no  motion 
costs  on  either  will  be  allowed. 

The  judgment  to  be  entered  in  the  action  will  provide  for 
the  appointment  of  L.  W.  Thayer,  Esq.,  as  referee,  to  exe- 
cute its  provisions  by  selling,  conveying  and  disposing  of  the 
proceeds  arising  firom  the  sale. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  rel.  Philo  S.  Curtiss  agt.  The  Common 
Council  of  the  City  of  Utica  and  the  City  op  Utica. 

Where,  after  a  return  is  made  to  a  writ  of  eomnum-lato  c&rtiorariy  the  court 
is  satisfied  upon  a  hearing  that  the  writ  was  improvidently  issued,  or 
that  justice  and  equity,  or  a  regard  to  considerations  of  public  policy  or 
public  inconvenience,  require  such  a  decision  in  respect  to  it,  they  will 
dismiss  the  writ  without  passing  upon  the  merits  upon  the  particular 
questions  raised  or  designed  to  be  raised  by  it  for  review. 

This  rule  applied  in  this  case,  where  the  writ  was  issued  with  a  view  to 
review  and  set  aside  the  proceedings  of  the  common  council  of  the  dty 
of  Utica  for  alleged  irregularities  in  regulating,  grading  and  paving  a 
portion  of  Genesee  street,  in  that  city,  which  proceedings  had  been 
commenced  and  carried  on  for  nearly  two  years  prior  to  the  issuing  of 
the  writ,  and  most  of  the  assessments  therefor,  other  than  the  relators, 
who  were  property-owners  thereon,  had  been  laid  and  collected. 

The  common  council  are  in  principle  and  in  fact  nothing  more  than  agents 
of  the  property-owners  in  cities,  in  making  such  improvements*  and  when 
the  property-ownere  benefited  thereby  suffer  the  improvements  to  pro- 
ceed and  be  completed,  they  should  be  held  to  afllrm  the  acts  of  their 
agents  in  constructing  such  work. 

Heard  and  decided  at  Rochester  Oeneral  Term^  Aprilj 
1873. 

Present,  Mullin,  P. «/".,  Taloott  and  E.  D.  Smith,  JJ, 

This  case  comes  before  the  court  upon  a  writ  of  certiorariy 
returnable  at  the  present  term  of  this  court. 

The  return  to  said  writ  having  been  duly  made  and  filed, 
the  case  was  brought  on  for  argument  upon  such  return,  the 
particulars  of  which  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Chables  Mason,  for  relator.* 

S.  M.  LiNDSLET  and  Fbanok  Eebnan,  for  respondents. 
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By  the  Courts  E.  Dabwin  Smith,  J, — It  appears  from  the 
return  of  the  respondents  in  this  proceeding  that  on  the  14th 
day  of  April,  1871,  the  common  council  of  the  city  of  Utica 
passed  the  initiatory  resolution  required  by  the  charter  of 
said  city,  directing  their  clerk  to  publish  notices  that  they 
intended  to  cause  the  paving  of  Genesee  street,  from  the  ter- 
mination of  the  pavement  near  Oneida  square,  to  the  south- 
erly line  of  the  city,  and  that  action  would  be  had  thereon 
April  28th,  1871. 

That  the  notice  then  directed  was  subsequently  published  in 
the  official  papers  of  said  city,  from  April  26th  to  May  6tli, 
1871,  once  in  each  week,  in  which  the  day  for  action  on  such 
improvement  was  fixed  on  May  12th,  and  such  proceedings 
were  continued  till  the  9th  day  of  June,  1871,  when  a  resolu- 
tion was  duly  passed  directing  the  clerk  to  publish  the  requi- 
site notice  to  pave  such  street  with  Nicolson,  Miller  or  other 
wood  pavement,  and  with  cobble  stones  on  the  outer  sides, 
as  subsequently  done.  That  pursuant  to  such  resolution, 
notice  was  duly  published  in  the  official  papers  of  the  city, 
stating  that  applications  were  pending  before  the  common 
council  for  the  construction  of  such  work,  specifying  the  kind 
and  character  of  the  pavement,  and  that  fitial  action  thereon 
would  be  had  by  said  council  on  the  23d  day  of  June,  1871, 
and  that  sealed  proposals  for  the  said  work  would  then  be 
received  up  to  that  time,  and  be  then  opened  and  considered. 
That  on  the  14th  day  of  June  a  plan  for  said  work,  with  spe-% 
cifications  therefor,  was  filed  in  the  city  clerk's  office.  On 
this  23d  day  of  June,  various  proposals  were  received  and 
opened,  and  the  common  council  by  resolution  determined 
that  the  proposal  of  the  American  Nicolson  Pavement  Com- 
pany was  reasonable  and  favorable,  and  the  proceedings  were 
further  continued  till  the  30th  day  of  June,  1871,  when  an 
ordinance  accepting  and  approving  of  such  proposal  and  for 
the  construction  of  such  pavement  in  accordance  therewith 
was  duly  passed. 

The  said  ordinance  accepted  the  proposal  aforesaid,  and 
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provided  that  said  work  be  commenced  on  or  before  the  20th 
day  of  July,  1871,  and  be  completed  on  or  before  August 
10th,  1872 ;  and  it  appears  from  exhibits  annexed  to  the  return 
of  the  respondents,  that  said  work  was  inspected,  accepted  and 
approved  by  the  superintendent  of  such  work,  appointed  by 
the  dty,  on  the  27th  of  September,  1872,  and  by  the  city  sur- 
veyor at  the  same  date. 

From  these  facts  it  appears  that  the  definitive  and  final 
ordinance  of  the  common  council  for  the  construction  of  such 
work  was  passed  on  the  30t)i  day  of  June,  1871. 

This  ordinance  accepted  the  proposition  of  the  American 
Nicolson  Pavement  Company  for  the  construction  of  such 
work,  and  directed  such  work  to  be  done  according  to  the 
plans  and  specifications  then  on  file  in  the  city  clerk's  office, 
and  those  filed  by  said  company. 

This  was  and  is  such  a  final  adjudication  as  will  warrant 
the  allowance  and  retention  of  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  review 
the  same  within  the  cases  of  The  People  agt  The  Supervi- 
sors of  Zivingston  (  287) ;  I^/ne  agt.  If'oble  (20 
Johns.y  80) ;  a/nd  The  People  agt.  Peabody  (26  Barb.^  437). 

At  the  close  of  the  present  term  of  this  court  upwards  of 
two  years  will  have  elapsed  since  the  first  proceeding,  required 
by  the  charter  to  authorize  the  making  of  the  said  improve- 
ment, were  initiated  by  the  common  council,  and  two  years, 
within  about  sixty  days,  since  the  final  ordinance  for  the  con- 
struction of  said  work ;  and  the  acceptance  of  the  proposals 
therefor  were  passed  as  above  stated.  These  proceedings 
must  have  been  well  known  to  the  relator  and  to  the  other 
property-owners  on  Genesee  street,  in  whose  behalf  the  writ 
of  certiorari  issued  in  this  cause,  as  well  as  his  own,  was  sued 
out  and  prosecuted. 

The  relator  further  states  and  shows  that  a  petition  was 
presented  to  said  common  council  at  its  meeting  on  the  14th 
day  of  July,  1871,  signed  by  said  relator  and  most  of  persons 
BO  named  in  said  writ,  asking  for  the  appointment  of  a  per- 
son^ therein  named,  as  superintendent  of  the  Genesee  street 
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paving,  who,  in  accordance  with  such  petition,  was  duly 
appointed  for  that  purpose  at  the  next  meeting  of  the  common 
council,  held  on  the  2lBt  of  July. 

The  certiorari  in  this  proceeding  was  allowed  upon  the 
return  of  an  orddr  to  show  cause,  which  the  papers  before  ub 
show  was  granted  on  the  9th  day  of  January,  1873.  In  the 
mean  time  the  work  of  said  improvement  had  been  continued 
and  completed,  and  an  assessment  for  the  expense  thereof 
duly  made  and  confirmed,  and  the  assessment  roll  delivered 
to  the  treasurer  of  the  city  for  collection,  and  more  than  one- 
half  of  the  amount  thereof  duly  paid  to  him  thereupon. 

In  view  of  these  facts  it  seems  to  us  quite  clear  that  the 
writ  of  certiorari,  issued  in  this  cause,  ought  not  to  be  enter- 
tained for  the  review  of  the  proceedings  of  the  common 
council  in  respect  to  this  improvement. 

If  any  irregularities  or  informalities  occurred  in  the  pro^ 
ceedings  of  the  common  council  in  directing  said  work,  or  in 
letting  the  contract  for  its  construction,  we  are  of  the  opinion 
what,  after  the  lapse  of  the  time  that  has  intervened  since  the 
said  work  was  authorized,  it  would  be  unjust  and  unreason- 
able to  review  said  proceedings  with  a  view  to  reverse  them 
for  any  such  error  at  this  period  of  time.  The  relator  and 
those  in  whose  behalf,  besides,  the  writ  was  issued  out,  have 
laid  by  and  seen  the  work  constructed  upon  this  street  for 
the  benefit  of  their  property,  and  should  be  estopped  from 
questioning  the  right  of  the  city  to  make  such  improvement, 
in  analogy  to  the  rule  in  equity  that,  when  a  party  lies  by 
and  sees  another  making  a  valuable  erection  and  improve- 
ments on  his  land,  supposing  he  is  making  it  upon  his  own 
land,  he  shall  be  estopped  afterward  from  setting  up  his  title 
to  the  land  so  improved. 

The  common  council  are,  in  principle  and  in  fact,  nothing 
more  than  agents  of  the  prOperty-owners  in  cities  in  making 
such  improvements ;  and  when  the  property-owners,  benefited 
thereby,  suflfer  the  improvements  to  proceed  and  be  com- 
pleted, they  should  be  held  to  aflSrm  the  acts  of  their  agents  in 
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constructing  such  work.  As  with  other  cases  between  prin- 
cipal and  agent,  where  the  trustees  of  public  or  private  cor- 
porations act  for  the  benefit  of  particular  individuals,  such 
individuals,  if  they  seek  to  disaffirm  and  avoid  such  acts, 
should  take  prompt  steps  to  do  so  or  they  will  be  held  to 
affirm  the  same  {Story  agt.  Freema/a^  25  N.  J".,  230). 

The  common- law  writ  of  certiorari  is  allowed,  and  the 
remedy  sought  by  it  granted,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 
(2  WLiU^  28  ;  21  Barb.y  656).  And  where,  after  a  return  is 
made  to  such  writ,  the  court  is  satisfied,  upon  a  hearing,  that 
the  writ  was  improvidently  issued,  or  that  justice  and  equity, 
or  a  regard  to  considerations  of  public  policy  or  public  incon- 
venience require  such  a  decision  in  respect  to  it,  they  will 
dismiss  the  writ  without  passing  upon  the  merits  upon  the 
particular  questions  raised  or  designed  to  be  raised  by  it  for 
review  {People  agt.  StiUweU  and  ano.y  19  N,  Y,^  531). 

In  The  People  2^*  The  Supervisors  of  AUegcmy  (15  Wend.y 
198),  cmd  in  The  People  agt.  The  Mayor  of  New  York  (2 
HiU^  9),  and  in  many  other  cases,  the  courts  have  quashed 
the  writ  in  like  cases. 

In  accordance  with  these  views,  the  writ  of  certiorari  in 
this  case  should  be  quashed,  with  costs  to  the  respondents. 


—  -^ 


tH  NEW  YORK  PRACrriCE  REPORTS. 


People  ex  reL  Macdonnell  agt  Fiske. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Pboplk  ex  rel.  Geoboe  Macdonnell  agt.  Oliveb 
FiSKB,  United  States  marshal  for  the  southern  distrid^  of 
New  York. 

Where  a  pritoner  is  in  custody  of  a  United  States  marshal  and  the  pro- 
ceedings brought  before  this  court  by  certiorari  show  that  he  is  in  liis 
custody  by  virtue  of  process  issued  upon  proceedings  which  the  act  of 
congress  authorized  to  be  taken,  tlirough  federal  authority,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  the  question  whether  or  not  the  prisoner  should  be 
extradited  under  the  treaty  between  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain, 
to  answer  for  an  alleged  crime,  this  court  has  nb  jurisdiction  nor  author- 
ity to  compel  the  production  of  the  prisoner  before  it  to  enable  it  to 
review  the  proceedings  of  the  federal  tribumO. 

J^ew  York  Special  Term^  June^  1873. 

On  tlie  23d  of  May,  1873,  writs  of  haheaa  corpus  and  cer- 
tiora/ri  were  issued  by  his  honor,  judge  Fanohee,  directed  to 
the  United  States  marshal  and  to  Mr.  commissioner  Gutman, 
returnable  at  oyer  and  terminer  June  4th,  1873.  On  that 
day  the  marshal,  through  his  counsel,  made  return  that  he 
held  the  petitioner  under  a  warrant  issued  by  commissioner 
Gutman,  pending  proceedings  for  his  extradition,  on  the 
application  of  the  British  government,  charged  with  the 
crimes  of  forgery  and  the  utterance  of  forged  paper ;  that 
such  proceedings  had  been  made  the  subject  of  review  by  the 
United  States  circuit  court  on  writs  of  habeas  corpus  and 
certiorari;  and  that  after  such  review  the  prisoner  had  been 
remanded  by  the  federal  court  to  the  custody  of  the  marshal, 
to  await  the  issuance  of  the  warrant  of  the  executive  for  his 
surrender  to  the  British  government. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  2H 

People  ex  reL  Macdonnell  agt  Fiske. 

Chables  W.  Bbooke,  on  behalf  of  the  relator. 
Jamb8  G.  CaxveRj  on  behalf  of  the  mar%hai. 

Davis,  J, — The  application  now  made  is  in  the  nature  of 
a  motion  to  regard  the  marshal  as  in  contempt  for  not 
making  the  proper  retpm  to  the  writ  by  producmg  the 
prisoner.  Although  counsel  do  not  put  it  in  that  form,  it 
amounts  substantially  to  that ;  and  the  question  is  whether, 
upon  the  proceedings  and  the  return  now  before  the  court,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  issue  an  attachment,  under  the 
statute,  to  compel  the  marshal  to  produce  the  body  of  the 
prisonei*. 

There  is  no  doubt  whatever  of  the  power  of  the  state 
courts,  in  all  cases  where  persons  are  deprived  of  their 
liberty  within  their  territorial  jurisdiction,  to  issue  the  writ 
of  Jiabeas  corpus  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  into  the  cause 
of  the  detention ;  and  that  power  is  applicable  to  all  cases 
where  it  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  petition  for 
the  writ  that  the  case  is  one  either  extra-territorial,  or  exclu- 
sively within  the  jurisdiction  of  some  other  tribunal.  I 
assume  that  the  petition  in  this  case  did  not  show  to  Mr. 
justice  Fanoheb,  who  issued  this  writ,  any  fact  clearly  estab- 
lishing that  this  prisoner  was  held  by  a  jurisdiction  which 
precluded  the  state  court  from  investigating  the  cause  of 
detention.  It  therefore  became  the  duty  of  the  judge  to 
issue  the  writ,  and  it  became  the  duty  of  the  marshal  so  far 
to  obey  it  as  to  make  known  to  the  court,  in  proper  form, 
over  his  official  signature,  the  cause  of  the  detention  of  the 
prisoner  by  himself. 

The  subject  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  respective  state  and 
federal  courts  over  the  detention  of  prisoners  by  them, 
respectively,  has,  since  the  breaking  out  of  the  rebellion, 
received  a  very  extended  and  exhaustive  examination.  I 
have  myself  had  occasion,  in  another  position,  in  one  or  two 
instances,  to  give  the  whole  subject  a  thorough  examination, 
and  tp  present  my  conclusions  to  the  federal  courts,  in  argu- 
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ments  upon  cases  arising  upon  writs  of  habeas  corjnis  issued 
for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  production,  by  the  military 
officers  of  the  federal  government,  of  persons  enlisted  in  the 
United  States  army,  and  in  cases  brought  before  the  federal 
courts  to  relieve  the  officers  of  those  courts  from  obedience 
to  writs  issued  out  of  the  state  courts.  The  law  in  such  cases 
is  now  extremely  well  settled.  It  was,  of  course,  brought 
sharply  to  the  attention  of  the  respective  tribunals  by  the 
exigencies  of  the  war,  inasmuch  as  it  became  apparent  that  if 
state  judges  and  state  courts  were  clothed  with  power  to  dis- 
charge, under  the  writ  of  habeas  oorpuSy  persons  who  were 
enlisted  in  the  United  States  military  or  naval  service,  it 
would  be  very  easy,  in  some  parts  of  the  country,  not  only  to 
impair,  but  substantially  to  destroy,  the  forces  which  the 
government  were  seeking  to  use  in  suppressing  the  rebellion. 
Therefore  the  question  became  one  of  very  great  importance, 
and  involved  the  determination  of  the  respective  jurisdic- 
tional rights  and  powers  of  the  federal  and  state  govern- 
ments. 

The  same  question,  although  not  in  a  form  which  pre- 
sented it  with  that  directness,  but  still  required  its  examination 
to  some  .extent,  arose  in  the  case  in  Wisconsin,  alluded  to  by 
counsel  for  the  respondent.  In  that  case  there  had  been  a 
trial,  conviction  and  judgment  by  the  federal  court,  which 
the  state  court  sought  to  set  aside  and  disregard,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  discharging  a  prisoner  held  under  a  final  judgment  of 
a  federal  court.  That  case  involved  a  very,  important  ques- 
tion as  to  the  right  of  a  state  court  to  intervene  in  any  case 
where  the  federal  tribunals  had,  in  due  process  of  law,  deter- 
mined the  rights  and  obligations  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  and  subjected  them  by  judgment  to  the  consequences 
of  a  violation  of  its  laws. 

But  a  far  more  important  question  arose  in  the  other  class 
of  cases  to  which  allusion  has  been  made.  I  understand  the 
law,  as  settled  in  those  cases,  to  be  substantially  this  :  That, 
in  respect  to  each  other,  and  in  respect  of  the  enforcement  of 
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the  laws  of  the  United  States  government  and  of*  the  state 
governments,  the  jurisdictions  of  the  two  governments  are 
independent.  The  United  States  government,  in  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  laws  which  the  constitution  permits  congress  to 
enact,  ia  regarded  aa  an  independent,  and,  fol*  certain  purposes, 
as  substantially  a  foreign  power,  as  respects  the  states ;  and 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  when 
enforcing  laws  enacted  by  congress,  in  conformity  to  the  con- 
stitution, becomes  absolutely  exclusive.  The  state  courts 
have  no  more  power  to  intervene,  for  the  purpose  of  interfer- 
ing with  the  enforcement  of^ those  laws  through  the  federal 
courts,  when  jurisdiction  is  legally  conferred  on  those  courts, 
than  a  state  has  to  interfere  with  the  operation  of  the  laws  of 
a  sister  state  within  the  territory  of  the  latter.  In  respect  to 
the  enforcement  of  those  laws  in  the  federal  tribunals,  they 
stand,  in  relation  to  each  other,  precisely  as  the  state  of  Penn- 
sylvania stands  with  respect  to  the  state  of  New  York.  The 
courts  of  this  state  certainly  have  no  power  to  interfere  with 
the  action  of  the  courts  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania  in  the 
enforcement  of  the  laws  of  that  state ;  and  precisely  so  far  as 
congrei^,  under  the  constitution,  has  clothed  the  federal  courts 
with  power,  are  those  courts  as  independent,  while  exercising 
their  juri8diction,'as  though  they  were  without  the  territory 
of  the  state  of  New  York.  This  court  has  therefore  no  power 
whatever  to  interfere  with  the  enforcement  of  the  laws  of 
congress  through  the  federal  courts. 

Those  are  the  settled  principles  in  the  cases  to  which  I 
have  alluded. 

The  only  question  presented  here  is,  whether  or  not  there 
is  a  diflference  between  this  case  and  the  cases  to  which 
allusion  has  been  made,  growing  out  of  the  fact  that  by  the 
enactments  of  congress  the  state  judges  are  clothed  with  con- 
current jurisdiction  in  the  proceedings  for  the  investigation 
of  the  question  whether  or  not  there  should  be  an  extradi- 
tion. As  I  understand  the  act  of  congress,  it  purports  to 
give  to  state  judges  power  to  issue  the  original  warrant  and 
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to  proceed  with  the  investigation  called  for  by  the  act  before 
the  president  is  authorized  to  enforce  the  treaty.    If  that  be 
the  law,  the  state  court  might  have  been  applied  to  originally, 
or  rather  a  state  judge  (for  the  act  refers  not  to  courts,  but  to 
judges).    A  state  judge,  within  the  description  of  the  act, 
might  have  been  applied  to  originally  to  issue  the  process  for 
the  arrest  of  Macdonnell,  and  such  state  judge  might  have 
proceeded  to  investigate  the  question  whether  or  not  he  had 
been  guilty  of  an  offence  in  Great  Britain  which  subjected 
him  to  the  operation  of  the  treatv,  and  of  course  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  federal  statute  under  which  the  state  judges  would 
in  that  case  be  acting.    Assuming  that  the  state  judges  have 
full  power  und^r  that  act  to  originate  the  proceeding,  to  con- 
tinue it,  and  to  furnish  the  necessary  evidence  upon  which 
the  secretary  of  state  at  Washington  will  issue  his  warrant 
for  the  extradition  of  the  accused  party,  that  does  not  deter- 
mine the  question,  in  my  judgment,  whether,  where  the 
application  is  not  to  a  state  judge,  but  to  a  federal  authority, 
and  the  proceedings  are  pending  in  the  federal  jurisdiction, 
and  have  ripened  into  that  condition  of  things  in  which  the 
secretary  of  state,  or,  more  strictly  speaking,  the  president  of 
the  United  States,  through  the  secretary  of  state,  has  issued 
his  warrant  for  the  extradition  of  the  accused — ^whether,  at 
that  stage,  the  state  court  is  clothed  with  authority  to  inter- 
vene and  review  (for  it  comes  to  that)  the  proceedings  that 
have  been  had  under  and  by  the  federal  authorities.    Juris- 
diction may  be  concurrent  ah  origine^  so  that  a  judge  of 
either  court  may  proceed.     But  if  either  judge  has  proceeded, 
and  has  in  due  form  gone  through  the  requisite  steps,  investi- 
gated the  question,  and  reached  a  conclusion   which  has 
resulted  in  the  issuing  of  a  warrant  of  extradition  by  the 
executive,  where  is  the  right  of  another  judge  to  interfere  to 
arrest  the  proceedings,  or  for  the  purpose  substantially  of 
reviewing  the  correctness  of  the  decision  of  the  first  judge  or 
oflScer  ?    It  strikes  me  that  that  is  a  veiy  serious  and  import- 
ant question.    I  should  want  something  pretty  clear  to  con- 
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yince  me  that  I  have  the  power  to  overhaul  the  proceedings 
and  to  review  (and,  of  course,  to  correct,  and,  if  I  saw  fit,  to 
set  aside  by  discharging  the  accused  parly)  the  proceedings 
of  a  federal  court  or  judge  under  such  circumstances.  It 
would  be  an  assumption  of  jurisdiction  that  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  make,  unless  clearly  convinced  that  I  have  th^ 
authority,  and  that  I  must  exercise  the  duty.  This  court  is 
asked  substantially  to  review  the  action  that  has  been  had  by 
authorities  clothed,  under  the  same  act  of  congress,  with  fall 
power  to  enter  upon  the  investigation,  and  after  those  authori- 
ties have  gone  through  with  the  investigation.  The  act  of 
congress  does  not  clothe  either  a  state  judge  or  court  with  any 
such  power  of  review.  I  know  of  no  authority  by  which  the 
state  courts  are  clothed  with  any  such  power  to  review.  That 
brings  the  question,  it  seems  to  me,  to  just  this :  Does  the 
return  of  the  marshal  and  the  proceedings  brought  here  by 
certioraH  show  that  this  prisoner  is  in  his  custody  by  virtue 
of  process  issued  upon  proceedings  which  the  act  of  congress 
authorized  to  be  taken,  through  federal  authority,  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  question  whether  or  not  the  pri- 
soner, the  petitioner  here,  should  be  extradited  under  the 
treaty  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  the  returns  to  the  several  writs 
do  show, 

Ist.  That  a  proper  application  was  made  to  a  commissioner 
of  the  United  States  court,  who  is  clothed  by  the  act  of  con- 
gress  with  full  power  in  the  premises. 

2d.  That  that  commissioner  issued  a  warrant  to  the  mar- 
shal, upon  which  he  took  the  prisoner  into  his  custody  and 
held  him  pending  the  examinatfon. 

3d.  That  the  examination  before  the  ^mmissioner  being 
concluded,  its  certification  and  presentation  to  the  secretary 
of  state  were  made  as  required  by  the  act ;  and  it  appearing 
to  be  satisfactory,  the  warrant  of  the  president  or  secretary 
has  been  issued  directing  the  marshal  to  deliver  the  custody 
of  the  accused  party  to  persons  to  be  designated  for  the  pur- 
pose  of  his  extradition. 
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All  thaty  upon  these  papers,  appears  to  have  been  done, 
and  I  am  now  asked  substantially,  notwithstanding  these 
papers  are  before  me,  to  hold  the  marshal  in  contempt  of  this 
court,  and  to  issue  an  attachment  against  him  to  compel  the 
production  of  the  prisoner,  to  enable  me  to  review  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  federal  tribunal.  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  where 
that  power  can  be  found  in  this  court.  I  do  not  think  it 
exists.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  this  motion  to  consider  the 
marshal  in  contempt  must  be  denied  and  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpics  dismissed. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
*  In  thb  Matter  of  Alfbsd  E.  Lagbave. 

The  treaty  between  the  gOTemments  of  the  United  States  and  France,  of 
February  24, 1845,  provides  for  the  demand  of  Dne  power  and  the  sur* 
render  by  the  other  of  persons  accused  of  cerUdn  crimes.  One  such 
crime  is  hwrglary^  which  is  defined  to  be  the  breaking  and  entering  into 
a  mansion-house  of  another  by  night,  with  intent  to  commit  felony.  This 
is  a  common-law  offense  and  recognized  as  such  by  both  governments. 

But  the  crime  of  burglary  in  the  third  degree,  under  the  statutes  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  is  unknown  to  the  common  law;  and  there  is  no 
provision  in  the  above  mentioned  treaty,  and  consequently  no  power  for 
the  demand  and  the  extradition  of  a  fugitive  firom  one  government  to 
the  other  for  such  a  crime. 

"Wliere  the  relator  was  indicted  in  New  York  on  a  Charge  of  burglary  in 
the  third  degree  and  forcibly  seized  in  France  and  brought  to  New  York 
under  the  form  of  the  extradition  treaty,  and  immediately  on  his  arrival 
here  was  arrested  in  several  civil  actions,  at  the'  suit  of  a  number  of 
creditors  for  fraud  in  the  purchase  of  goods  here  prior  to  his  going  to 
France,  and  was  also  arrested  on  a  bench  warrant  by  the  sheriff  of  New 
York  on  the  indictment  for  the  crime  of  bui^glary  in  the  third  degree, 
and  was  imprisoned  for  want  of  bail: 

EM^  that  the  whole  proceeding  was  illegal  and  unauthorized,  and  that 
the  creditors  who  had  procured  and  caused  to  be  served  the  orders  of 
arrest  were  responsible  for  the  seizure  of  the  relator  on  French  soil,  and 
for  his  extradition  to  the  United  States ;  and  by  the  principle  of  several 
well  considered  authorities,  such  an  abuse  of  process  as  to  require  th^ 
court  to  set  aside  the  arr^t  And  the  power  of  the  court  to  do  so,  under 
the  habeas  corpus  and  eefrUorari  acts,  was  ample  and  dear. 

But  it  is  no  ground  for  discharging  a  prisoner  in  a  criminal  matter  that  he 
has  been  forcibly  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts ;  here  the 
extradition  treaty  does  not  apply  in  such  a  case.  The  prisoner  was,  there- 
fore, remanded  on  the  bench  warrant  served  by  the  sheriff,  charging  hmi 
with  burglaiy  in  the  third  degree. 

On  hdheoB  corpus  cmd  certiorari^  Jvhj^  1873. 

The  fiwts  will  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
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JoHK  Gbaham,  E.  T.  Gerby  and  Ambbose  Monell,  for 

petitioner. 
A.  Oaket  Hall,  for  the  sheriff^. 
Wm.  Allen  Butler,  /or  the  creditors. 

FANOHEBjeTi — The  defendant  had  not,  as  the  proofs  show, 
committed  any  crime  for  which,  under  the  treaty  between,  the 
United  States  and  France,  he  could  be  demanded  by  the  one 
government  or  extradited  by  the  other.  The  treaty  of  Febru- 
ary 24,  1845,  provides  for  the  demand  by  one  power  and  the 
surrender  by  the  other  of  persons  accused  of  certain  ciimes. 
One  such  crime  is  "  burglary,"  which  is  defined  to  be  the 
breaking  and  entering  into  a  mansion-house  of  another,  by 
night,  with  intent  to  commit  felony.  '  The  crime  is  included, 
under  the  French  law,  in  the  words  vol  qtiaUJie  crime  (8  U. 
,  S.  Stat,  at  Large^p.  582,  p.  617 ;  Whart.  Confl.  Laws,  %  942). 

The  offense  of  burglary  is  a  common-law  offense.  It  is 
essential  to  the  crime  that  the  house  broken  into  be  a  dwell- 
ing-hovse,  and  that  the  time  of  entering  be  in  the  night  (3 
OhiUy's  Crim.  Law,  1101,  1102). 

The  relator  was  charged  and  indicted  for  an  offense  which, 
by  our  New  York  statute,  is  defined  as  burglary  in  the  third 
d^ree  (2  R&o.  Stat.,  669,  §  17),  This  is  only  a  statutory 
offense  and  was  not  known  to  the  common  law.  The  indict- 
ment against  the  relator  of  August  12, 1872,  was  for  this  par- 
ticular, statutory  offense,  defined  as  burglary  in  the  third 
degree.  There  is  no  averment  that  he  broke  into  a  dwelling- 
house  nor  that  the  time  of  the  act  was  in  the  night.  It  is 
doubtful  if  the  offense,  as  charged,  cotild  be  sustained  under 
the  facts  disclosed  {People  agt.  Fralich,  Lalor^a  Supp.,  63) ; 
but  whether  the  facts  will  make  out  the  statutory  offense  or 
not,  it  is  quite  certain  the  common-law  offense  of  burglary  is 
not  charged,  nor  does  the  indictment  allege  it,  nor  does  the 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  France  provide  for 
the  demand  and  extradition  of  a  fugitive  for  our  statutory 
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oflfense  of  burglary  in  the  third  degree.  The  treaty  refers  to 
the  common-law  offense  of  burglary. 

K  no  offense  within  the  treaty  was  charged,  time  need  not 
be  spent  in  rehearsing  the  facts  and  circumstances  touching 
the  extradition  of  the  relator  and  the  bringmg  of  him  forcibly 
from  France  to  the  United  States. 

It  is  plain  the  proceeding  was  unauthorized  and  illegal. 
He  was  wrongfully  seized  and  kidnapped  in  France  through 
the  instrumentality  of  James  Mooney,  an  alleged  detective, 
and  by  him  was  forcibly  brought  to  the  United  States  on  the 
French  steamer  "  Washington,"  without  any  charge  having 
been  made  for  which  he  could  lawfully  be  extradited. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  if  the  creditors,  who  procured  and 
caused  to  be  served  on  the  relator  orders  of  arrest  in  civil 
actions,  are  responsible  for  the  seizure  of  the  relator  on  French 
soil  and  for  his  extradition  to  the  United  States,  there  has 
been,  according  to  the  principle  of  several  well-considered 
authorities,  such  an  abuse  of  process  as  will  require  the  court 
to  set  aside  the  arrest.  But  the  counsel  for  the  creditors  has 
strenuously  contended  that  none  of  the  creditors  nor  their 
committee  had  anything  to  do  with  th^  criminal  charge  for 
which  the  relator  was  indicted,  nor  with  the  proceeding  or 
instrumentality  by  which  he  was  brought  from  France  to  the 
United  States.  On  the  other  hand,  the  relator  and  his  coun- 
sel assert  that  the  creditors  and  their  committee,  and  they 
only,  had  all  to  do  with  the  getting  up  of  the  criminal  charge 
and  with  the  so-called  extradition  proceedings.  Upon  the 
determination  of  this  disputed  issue  depends  one  of  the  prin- 
cipal questions  in  the  case. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  United  States  minister  in  France 
acted  upon  misinformation  when  he  allowed  the  authority  of 
his  office  to  favor  the  relator's  extradition.  The  indictment 
and  affidavit  of  Taffi;,  on  which  it  was  found,  were  insufficient 
to  show  any  crime  for  which  the  defendant  could  be  extradited. 
The  affidavit  of  Tafft  alleged  that  the  offense  was  committed 
in  1871 ;  the  indictment  averred  it  had  been  committed  in 


804  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

In  the  Matter  of  Lagrave. 

1872.    But  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  made  out  the  com- 
mon-law offense  of  burglary. 

The  "decrete"  put  in  evidence  is  dated  on. the  23d  Sep- 
tember, 1872,  and  the  relator  appears  to  have  been  arrested 
on  the  9th  September,  fourteen  days  before.  Th*  arrest, 
therefore,  was  not  because  of,  nor  founded  upon,  the  authority 
of  the  de€7'etey  but  the  latter  must  have  been  procured  as 
ancillary  to  the  arrest,  and  because  it  was  proper  the  French 
authorities  should  take  action  in  their  own  tribunals,  so  that 
the  deorete  should  operate  as  a  warrant  of  extradition.  The 
French  authorities  were  in  some  way  beguiled  into  the  belief 
that  the  relator  was  accused  of  a  crime  within  the  interuar 
tional  treaty,  for  fhe  decrete  assumes  that  the  offense  charged 
was  within  the  treaty. 

There  is  an  act  of  congress  (15  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  337) 
which  provides  that  "  any  person  duly  appointed  as  agent  to 
receive  in  behalf  of  the  United  States  the  delivery  by  a 
foreign  government  of  any  person  accused  of  crime  com- 
mitted  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  and  to 
convey  him  to  the  place  of  his  trial,  shall  be  and  thereby  is 
vested  with  all  the  powers  of  a  marshal  of  the  United  States 
in  the  several  districts  through  which  it  may  be  necessary  for 
him  to  pass  with  such  prisoner,  so  far  as  such  power  is  requi- 
site for  his  safe  keeping." 

But  if  the  custody  which  Mooney  exercised  over  the  relator 
was  unlawful  in  the  beginning,  the  statute  of  the  United 
States  just  quoted  could  not  make  the  custody  lawful  after- 
ward. While  on  the  steamer,  which  was  a  French  vessel,  the 
prisoner,  in  contemplation  of  law,  was  on  French  territory. 
Ships  and  vessels  on  the  high  seas  are  treated  as  a  part  of  the 
territory  of  the  country  to  which,  according  to  their  nationality, 
they  belong  {Case  of  AUa/nta^  8  0pm.  AUomey-Oeneral  U. 
S.J  73 ;  In  re  Bennett^  11  Loajo  Times  R.  [N.  aS.],  488 ;  Qtt^en 
agt.  Anderson^  La/w  Hep.  Craion  Cas.y  161 ;  JReg.  agt.  Junnot, 
1  Buss,  on  Ori/meSy  ^th  ed.,  153 ;  Aroh.  Grim.  Pl.j  16  ed.,  395 ; 
Bey.  agt.  AUeny  1  Moody  Crown  C4w.,  494 ;  Thomas  agt. 
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Lome^  2  Surrmer  R.^  1 ;  United  States  v.  Coomhsy  13  Peters, 
72).  There  was  no  arrest  of  the  relator,  therefore,  which  was 
lawful  until  he  reached  the  jurisdiction  of  New  York,  and 
the  question  is,  was  he  brought  here  under  such  circum- 
stances as  to  make  his  arrest  when  here  an  abuse  of  process  ? 

The  principle  of  law  applicable  to  the  case  is  to  be  found 
in  several  authorities.  There  are  adjudications  on  the  sub- 
ject both  in  England  and  the  United  States.  They  all  illus- 
trate the  same  principle.  An  arrest  procured  by  fraud  or 
trick  is  illegal. 

•  Where  a  party  was  brought  from  another  state  by  virtue  of 
a  requisition  from  the  governor  on  a  criminal  charge,  and  it 
appeared  that  the  charge  was  made  with  the  design  of  bring- 
ing such  party  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  that  he 
might  be  held  to  bail  in  a  civil  suit,  he  was  ordered  to  be  dis- 
charged from  arrest  09  common  bail.  Other  cases  are  to  the 
same  effect  ( Underwood  agt.  FelteVy  6  N.  Y.  Legal  Ohs.^ 
66 ;  Stem  agt.  Valkenheysen^  EUia^  Blackburn  dk  EUis,  65 ; 
OoupH  agt.  Simonson^  3  Abb,  Pr.y  474 ;  WeUa  agt  Ourney^ 
8  Bam.  <&  Oress.y  769 ;  SneUing  agt.  Watrous,  2  Paige^  314 ; 
WiUidms  agt*  Bacon^  10  Wend,^  636  /  BenninghoffdLgt,  OsweU^ 
37  How.  Pr.  E.y  235 ;  HiU  agt.  Goodrich^  32  Conn.,  588). 

In  one  of  these  cases  it  was  said  that  where  a  party  has  not 
in  fact  been  guilty  of  a  crime,  a  proceeding  founded  on  the 
allegation  that  ij;  was  committed,  which  is  a  mere  device  to 
enable  an  arrest,  is  an  abuse  of  process,  and  the  arrest  cannot 
be  sustained.  The  legality  of  the  arrest  is,  therefore,  to  be 
tested  by  the  inquiry  whether  the  creditors  were  concerned  in 
the  device  by  which  the  party  has  been  brought  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.  If  the  criminal  proceedings  be  a 
pretext  to  bring  him  within  the  jurisdiction,  so  that  he  may 
be  proceeded  against  ctvUiter,  and  the  creditors  in  whose 
suits  the  orders  of  arrest  were  issued  instigated  the  criminal 
proceeding,  and  were  instrumental  in  bringing  the  relator 
where  the  orders  of  arrest  could  be  served,  then  the  arrest 
was  unlawful  and  cannot  be  maintained. 
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The  counsel  on  both  sides  liave  substantiallj  concurred  in 
the  principle  of  law  applicable  to  the  case,  but  they  differ 
when  the  question  of  fact  is  raised  as  to  the  interference  of 
the  creditors  in  respect  of  the  criminal  charge  and  the  extra- 
dition. To  determine  this  question  we  must  look  at  the  facts 
as  disclosed  by  the  evidence  in  this  matter. 

Lagrave  was  a  dealer  in  dry  goods  in  the  city  of  New  York. 
In  1871  he  had  a  place  of  business  at  524  Broadway,  and  in 
1872  at  448  Broome  street.  In  the  early  part  of  1872  he 
made  large  purchases  of  goods  upon  credit  from  leading 
importers  in  the  city.  On  Sunday,  the  26th  June,  1872,  he 
secretly  absconded  without  paying  or  providing  for  his  large 
indebtedness. 

Shortly  after  his  flight  became  known  his  New  York 
creditors  held  a  meeting  at  the  ofiSce  oi  Messrs.  Alden  &  Co., 
630  Broadway,  when  a  committee  was  appointed.  There 
were  two  subsequent  meetings  of  the  creditors  at  the  St. 
Nicholas  Hotel.  The  creditors  then  were  ignorant  of  his 
whereabouts,  and  the  testimony  bears  out  the  assertion  of 
their  counsel  that  **  the  object  of  the  appointment  of  the  com- 
mittee was  not  the  collection  of  the  claims  of  creditors  but 
to  ascertain  where  Lagrave  was,  and,  if  possible,  to  procure 
his  arrest  and  bring  him  to  justice  and  punishment." 

An  agreement  was  made  between  themselves  at  the  first 
meeting  of  the  creditors  to  pay^^  per.  cent  on  the  several 
amounts  of  their  respective  claims;  and  at  the  second  meet- 
ing they  instructed  their  committee  to  put  Lagrave  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  ^^  take  such  steps  as  would  bring  him  to  punish- 
ment." 

It  appears  that  $6,000  or  $7,000  were  realized  from  the 
first  subscription  of  five  per  cent.  Afterward,  in  September, 
there  was  another  meeting  of  the  creditors  at  the  St.  Nicholas, 
when  it  was  ^ated  that  the  relator  had  been  arrested  at 
Luchon,  in  France,  that  the  funds  of  the  committee  were 
exhausted,  and  if  the  creditors  saw  fit  they  could  furnish 
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them  with  more  money.  A  further  assessment  of  three  per 
cent  was  assented  to  and  paid. 

Several  of  the  creditors  testify  that  the  object  of  appoint- 
ing the  committee  was  to  bring  this  man,  Lagrave,  to  justice. 
The  creditors  generally  united  in  the  appointment  of  the 
committee  and  agreed  to  the  pro  rata  contribution  to  pay  the 
expenses  which  might  be  incurred. 

The  committee  retained  as  their  legal  adviser,  John  D. 
Townsend,  Esq.,  and  in  accordance  with  his  advice  James 
Mo6ney  was  selected  as  a  competent  detective  to  find  Lagrave. 
Mooney  went  to  France  in  search  of  him.  His  instructions 
were  to  find  him,  if  possible.  It  is  not  disputed  that  the 
expenses  of  Mooney  were  paid  by  the  committee  out  of  the 
fund  contributed  by  the  creditors.  Mooney  testified  that  he 
was  employed  to  ascertain  the  whereabouts  of  Lagrave.  One 
of  the  creditors,  N.  S.  W.  Vanderhoef,  testifies  that  the  com- 
mittee was  appointed  to  prosecute  and  take  the  business  in 
hand,  instead  of  each  individual  creditor  looking  after  his 
own  interest,  prosecute  Lagrave  for  thieving  from  his  creditors. 
That  was  the  motive.  The  money  and  who  they  should 
employ  was  left  entirely  with  the  committee.  The  par- 
ticular proceedings,  he  says,  were  left  to  the  committee.  Wil- 
liam Strong,  the  treasurer  of  the  committee,  states  that  the 
committee  put  the  whole  case  into  the  hands  of  Mr.  John  D. 
Townsend,  about  the  first  of  June,  for  the  purpose  of  arrest- 
ing and  punishing  Lagrave,  if  possible.  He  further  says : 
"  We  put  the  whole  matter  into  Mr.  Townsend's  hands^^  and 
we,  were  to  pay  the  cost  of  the  thing.'*  The  money  was 
expended  under  his  instructions  in  the  costs  of  the  whole  case. 
He  called  for  money  frequently  by  orders  on  Strong.  Others 
of  the  committee  relate  the  same  facts  as  to  the  employment 
of  Mr.  Townsend,  and  confiding  the  whole  case  to  his  hands. 

In  one  of  the  interviews  of  one  of  the  committee  with 
Mr.  Townsend  the  latter  said  he  had  heard  of  a  case  of  bur- 
glary at  Thayer's  store,  and  he  presumed  .that  was  sufficient 
to  bring  him  (Lagrave)  out  here.    Mr.  Field,  one  of  the  com- 
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mittee,  testifies,  page  815,  "  We  understood  that  Mr.  Town- 
send  was  to  have  him  brought  back  on  that  iihsLnre."  In 
September,  following,  Mr.  Field  learned  from  Mr.  Tcwnsend 
that  an  indictment  had  been  procured,  who  said  one  had 
been  procured  "for  the  purpose  of  arresting  and  bringing 
him  back."  Mooney  swears  that  Mr.  Townsend  employed 
him  to  go  abroad  in  this  matter  about  ten  or  twelve  days 
before  he  went.  This  makes  the  date  of  the  employment 
about  the  5th  June,  1872.  He  received  money  from  Town- 
send  and  left  for  Liverpool  on  the  15th  June,  1872,  with  a 
description  and  photograph  of  Lagrave,  instructions  from 
Townsend  and  £225  in  money.  "While  he  was  abroad  letters 
and  telegrams  passed  between  him  and  Townsend. 

All  these  steps,  thus  far,  were  taken  by  the  creditors,  their 
committee  and  counsel.  Nothing  is  heard  of  any  public  officer 
or  criminal  proceeding  until  Mooney  had  arrived  in  France. 

By  the  minutes  of  the  grand  jury  of  August  12,  1872,  it 
appears  that  an  indictment  was  found  on  that  day,  on  the  evi- 
dence of  George  H.  TaflEl,  against  Alfred  E.  Lagrave  and 
James  D.  Otis,  for  burglary  in  the  third  degree. 

Mr.  Townsend  testifies  in  this  matter,  that  it  is  very  possi- 
ble he  did  draw  the  original  affidavit  of  George  H.  Tafft ; 
that  he  did  draw  the  affidavit  of  one  person  and  delivered  it 
to  the  district  attorney ;  cannot  say  whether  it  was  Tafft's  or 
Bassett's.    The  district  attorney  remembers  Townsend  spoke 
to  him  about  the  case,  but  cannot  say  whether  before  or  after 
the,  indictment.    He  says  there  was  a  conversation  with  Town 
send,  which  must  have  been  (ifter  the  indictment,  about  claim 
ing  Lagrave  from  the  French  government  under  the  treaty 
A  letter  was  prepared  by  his  clerk,  or  by  Townsend,  to  the 
secretary  of  state,  p.  592. 

The  indictment  charged  that  Alfred  E.  Lagrave,  on  the  4th 
June,  1872^  with  force  and  arnw,  the  store  of  Davis  Thayer, 
Jr.,  feloniously  and  burglariously  did  outer  and  break  into, 
then  and  there  burglariously  to  steal  and  carry  away  certain 
cases  of  hats. 
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The  affidavit  of  Tafft  relates  how  certain  hats  were  missed 
from  the  store  of  Thayer  in  June,  1871,  and  that  one  Tom- 
lins,  an  employe  of  Lagrave,  had  informed  him  the  missing 
goods  had  been  found  in  the  premises  of  Lagrave ;  and  the 
affidavit  contains  other  allegations  of  circumstances  implicat- 
ing Lagrave  in  the  theft  of  the  hats ;  and  concludes  by  stating 
that,  as  deponent  is  informed,  it  is  the  desire  of  Thayer  that 
Lagrave  should  be  prosecuted,  and  "  that  said  Lagrave  is  a 
fugitive  now  in  France."  According  to  an  indorsement  on 
the  indictment,  Thayer  was  in  Massachusetts.  TafEt  went  to 
France,  and,  as  the  relator  testifies,  he  said  that  Bassett  came 
to  him  and  wanted  him  to  go  before  the  grand  jury.  He  went, 
and  John  D.  Townsend  was  there.  The  relator  denies  or 
explains  the  facts  asserted  in  Taffb's  affidavit  as  to  the  alleged 
burglary.  Mooney  states  that  he  was  present  at  Luchon,  in 
France,  with  the  chief  of  police,  some  police  officers  and  a  detec- 
tive from  Toulouse,  when  Lagrave  was  arrested,  and  that  the 
chief  of  police  and  detective  made  the  arrest.  The  prefect  of 
police  retained  charge  of  the  prisoner  until  October  14,  when 
Mooney  took  charge  of  him.  Mooney  states  that  the  arrest 
at  Luchon  was  for  burglary  in  New  York  on  a  man  named 
Thayer. 

After  the  arrest  Lagrave  was  taken  to  Paris,  from  thence 
to  Brest,  where  he  was  placed  on  the  French  steamer  "  Wash- 
ington," and  where,  on  the  14th  October,  1872,  Mooney  took 
sole  charge  of  him.  Mooney's  authority  for  keeping  him  in 
custody  and  bringing  him  to  the  United  States  was  a  decrete 
in  French,  dated  September  27,  1872,  a  letter  of  Minister 
Washburn,  dated  October  11, 1872,  and  the  verbal  authority 
of  Minister  Washburn. 

Mooney  testifies  that  he  told  Minister  Washburn  he  was 
directed  by  Townsend  to  go  there  and  find  Lagrave.  He  paid 
the  expenses  of  Lagrave  from  the  time  he  took  him  in  custody 
until  the  arrival  of  the  "  Washington  "  at  New  York,  on  the 
26th  October,  1872.  The  amount  for  his  own  services  and 
expenses  was  $4,000  or  $5,000. 


n 


aiO  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

In  the  Matter  of  Lagrave. 

Some  of  the  creditors  learned  through  Townsend,  some 
from  one  of  the  committee,  and  some  from  other  sources,  that 
Lagrave  had  been  arrested  and  was  being  brought  to  New 
York  on  the  "  Washington,"  and  they  then  applied  to  their 
lawyers,  who  procured  orders  of  arrest.  The  orders  of  arrest 
were  served  immediately  on  his  arrival  in  New  York. 
Lagrave  was  first  taken  to  the  district  attorney,  and  then  to 
the  office  of  the  sheriflf,  where  the  orders  of  arrest  were 
served. 

This  general  outline  of  facts,  without  going  into  more  par- 
ticulars, shows  plainly  that  the  committee  of  the  creditors, 
and  primarily  the  creditors  themselves,  were  the  parties  who 
caused  the  arrest  and  extradition  of  Lagrave. 

Had  he  not  defrauded  them,  no  meetings  of  creditors  would 
have  been  held,  no  subscriptions  made,  no  committee 
appointed,  no  counsel  employed,  no  affidavits  drawn  for  the 
grand  jury,  no  indictment  found,  no  detective  engaged,  and 
no  arrest  or  extradition  achieved.  Nor  would  the  relator 
have  been  pursued  or  brought  to  the  United  States,  but  for 
the  money  which  the  creditors  paid  and  caused  to  be  applied 
for  the  purpose.  He  may  not  have  been  overtaken  with  any- 
thing exceeding  his  deserts.  He  fraudulently  contracted  the 
debts  which  he  owes  the  creditors,  and  he  absconded  as  a 
fraudulent  debtor.  But  those  are  facts  that  cannot  legally 
excuse  a  device  to  bring  him  into  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
for  the  purposes  of  arrest  in  civil  actions,  if  the  device  has  no 
meritorious  foundation. 

The  arrival  of  the  steamer  was  announced,  and,  before 
Lagrave  had  been  loosed  from  the  confinement  and  arrest, 
begun  in  France,  continued  on  the  voyage  to  the  United 
States,  and  still  enforced  when  he  was  taken  from  the  vessel 
to  the  district  attorney  and  to  the  sheriff's  office,  the  orders 
of  arrest  were  served.  He  has  since  been  in  the  custody  of 
the  sheriff  and  in  confinement  in  Ludlow  street  jail  for  want 
of  bail,  on  the  orders  of  arrest. 

Now,  had  all  these  facts  appeared  before  the  court,  on 
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motions,  made  in  the  several  actions  wherein  the  orders 
issued,  to  set  cmde  the  service  of  the  orders  of  arrest  on 
the  ground  of  abuse  of  process,  I  cannot  say  the  motions 
should  not  prevail.  But  the  application  before  me  is  not  a 
motion  in  any  of  the  actions.  It  is  made  in  the  proceeding 
instituted  by  the  writs  oi  habeas  corpus  and  certiorari;  and 
the  question  arises  whether  I  can  go  behind  the  return  which 
sets  forth  regular  orders  of  arrest  and  the  detention,  by  the 
proper  officer,  of  the  relator  thereon. 

Section  39  of  the  habeas  corpus  act  provides  that  "  if  no 
legal'  cause  be  shown  for  such  imprisonment,  or  for  the  con- 
tinuance thereof,  such  court  or  officer  shall  discharge  such 
party  from  the  custody  or  restraint  under  which  he  is  held '' 
(2  JEdm.  Siat.,  588  [same  as  %  54:  in  3  Ji.  &,  6th  ed.jp.  887]  ). 

But,  in  this  case,  ^^  legal  cause^^  ior  the  imprisonment  and 
restraint,  it  is  contended,  is  shown  in  the  orders  of  arrest 
which  are  set  forth  in  the  return. 

It  is  provided,  by  section  41  of  the  habeas  corpus  act,  that 
if  the  prisoner  be  in  custody  on  civil  process  from  any  court 
legally  constituted,  or  issued  by  any  officer  in  the  course  of 
judicial  proceedings  before  him,  authorized  by  law,  such 
prisoner  can  only  be  discharged  in  one  of  the  siz  cases  men- 
tioned in  the  statute. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  the  ordei*s  of  arrest,  granted  by  a 
justice  of  the  supreme  court,  were  issued  by  an  officer  having 
jurisdiction ;  and  also  that  the  facts,  constituting  the  cause  of 
arrest,  were  sufficient  for  the  exercise  of  the  officer's  discre- 
tion to  issue  the  orders.  They  are  likewise  sufficient  on  their 
face,  being  in  due  form,  and,  consequently,  are  a  sufficient 
protection  to  the  sheriff. 

The  imprtfeonment  is,  therefore,  lawful  until  the  arrest  is 
set  aside  {People  agt.  Nemis^  1  JKK,  164;  People  agt. 
McLeod,  id.,  377 ;  8.  a,  25  Wend.,  483 ;  People  agt.  Cas- 
sellsj  5  id.j  168 ;  Matter  of  Prtme,  1  Barh.,  340 ;  Matter  of 
ClarJc,  9  Wend.,  212;  Sheriff  of  Middlesex,  11  Ad.  (h  El, 
273 ;  Ex  parte  Kea/mey,  7  Wheat,  38). 
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The  case  is  one  where  the  relator  is  in  custody  on  civil 
process,  issued  by  an  oflBcer  in  the  coarse  of  jucjicial  proceed- 
ings before  him,  authorized  by  law ;  and  it  is  contended  by 
the  creditors  that,  unless  it  appear  that  the  case  falls  within 
one  of  the  six  subdivisions  of  section  41,  it  is  the  requirement 
of  the  statute  that  the  relator  shall  be  remanded. 

The  counsel  for  the  relator  claim,  however,  that  relief  can 
be  had  in  this  proceeding,  and  they  cite  the  sixty-eighth  sec- 
tion of  the  habeas  corpus  act  (3  R.  S.,  6th  ed.j  p.  889,  f  369), 
which  reads  as  follows :  "  If  it  appears  that  the  person  detained 
is  iUegaUy  imprisoned,  confined  or  restrained  of  his  liberty, 
the  court  or  oflScer  shall  grant  a  writ  of  discharge,  command- 
ing those  having  such  person  in  custody  to  discharge  him 
forthwith." 

In  People  ex  rel.  Ritterman  agt.  Kelly  (1  Ahb.  Pr.  P. 
[iT.  SJ] ,  435)  the  late  city  judge  discharged  the  relator  on 
habeas  corjms^  where  it  appeared  by  the  return  that  he  was 
in  custody  under  nine  orders  of  arrest;  but  in  respect  of 
which  it  was  shown,  on  traverse  to  the  return,  that  the  causes 
of  action  arose  prior  to  his  discharge  as  an  insolvent  debtor. 

There  are  various  other  authorities  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion, the  most  prominent  of  which  are  these:  Ex  parte  BeaMy 
(12  Wend,,  229) ;  Squires  Case  (12  All.  Pr.  P.,  38) ;  Caldr 
weWs  Case  (35  Barb,,  444  \8,  (?.] ,  13  Abb.,  405) ;  PeopU  ex 
rd.  Burroughs  agt.  WiUett  (26  Ba^b.,  78) ;  People  agt.  Ravh 
son  (61  id.,  626) ;  Bonner  agt.  People  (4  Barb.,  33). 

In  Squire^ s  Case  (12  Abb.  Pr.  P.,  38)  it  was  held  that  if 
the  prisoner  was  arrested  in  violation  of  his  privilege  he  was 
entitled,  on  habeas  corpus,  to  his  discharge.  The  party,  in 
that  case,  was  exempted  from  arrest  under  the  metropolitan 
police  act. 

There  is  another  section  of  the  habeas  corpus  act  which,  it 
seems  to  me,  bears  upon  the  case,  although  it  has  not  been 
referred  to  by  counsel.  Section  64  (3  R.  S.,  5th  ed.,  p.  889) 
provides  that  the  party  may  allege  any  fact  to  show,  either 
that  his  imprisonment  or  detention  is  unlawful,  or  that  he  is 
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entitled  to  bis  discharge ;  aud  thereupon  the  court  or  officer 
18  directed  to  proceed  in  a  Bummary  way  to  hear  the  proofs 
and  allegations,  ^^and  to  dispose  of  such  party  as  the  justice 
of  the  case  may  require." 

This  provision  is  so  broad  that  it  seems  to  confer  ample 
authority  on  habeas  coTpus  and  certiorari^  not  only  to  inquire 
into  the  cause  of  the  imprisonment  and  detention,  but  to 
hear  all  the  facts  touching  the  same,  and  to  dispose  of  the 
party  as  the  justice  of  the  case  may  require. 

In  1  EiU  {note, p.  647,  666)  it  is  said:  "If  the  party  be 
illegally  arrested  or  detained,  though  the  process  be  valid, 
this  is  ground  for  discharge." 

Authority  for  this  proposition  is  cited  in  PleasatU'^s  Cass 
(11  Am.  Jv/r,,  257),  .where  the  party  was  discharged  on  habeas 
oorpvs  because  the  arrest  had  been  made  without  the  territo- 
rial jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

Although  motions  to  set  aside  the  service  of  the  orders  of 
arrest  could  be  made  in  the  several  actions  wherein  they  were 
issued,  still  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  party  arrested  may 
resort  to  habeas  corpus  and  certiorari,  and,  in  that  proceed- 
ing, may  show  any  facts  "^hich  entitle  him  to  his  discharge ; 
and  the  court  or  officer,  before  whom  the  proceeding  is 
brought,  is  bound  summarily  to  hear  aud  adjudicate  upon 
the  facts,  and  to  dispose  of  the  party  as  the  justice  of  the  case 
may  require. 

Where  the  arrest  or  detention  is  illegal  the  right  of  the 
party  to  his  discharge  is  absolute ;  and  it  was  not  intended 
that  he  should  be  compelled  to  resort  to  any  other  proceeding 
to  procure  it  than  the  proceeding  on  habeas  corpus  and  cer- 
tiorari {see  People  ex  rd.  Burroughs  agt.  WilleU,  26  Barb,, 
78 ;  CaldweWs  Case,  85  id.,  444 ;  People  ex  rel.  Pitterman 
agt.  XeUy,  1  Abb.  Pr.  P.  [iT.  S.] ,  436). 

The  result  of  these  remarks  is,  that  the  relator  was  not 
l^ally  arrested  on  the  several  orders  of  arrest  mentioned  in 
the  return ;  and,  so  far  as  he  is  imprisoned  or  detained  because 
of  them,  he  is  entitled  to  his  discharge. 
Vol.  XLV.  40 
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But  there  is  another  cause  of  detention  set  forth  by  the 
respondent  in  his  return^  for  which  I  think  the  relator  most 
be  remanded. 

The  return  of  the  sheriff  sets  forth  that  he  arrested  the 
relator  and  took  him  into  custody  under  and  by  virtue  of  cer- 
tain orders  of  arrest,  copies  of  which  are  annexed  to  the  return, 
and  that  he  holds  and  detains  said  relator  in  custody  by  virtue 
of  said  orders ;  and  also,  by  virtue  of  a  certain  warrant  issued 
by  the  people  of  the  state  of  New  York,  a  copy  of  which  is 
also  annexed  to  the  return.  • 

The  warrant  is  a  bench-warrant,  issued  by  the  district  attor- 
ney for  the  county  of  New  York,  commanding  the  sheriff,  etc., 
to  take  the  body  of  Lagrave,  who  stands  indicted  for  burglary, 
and  to  bring  him  before  the  justices  of  th^  general  sessions  of 
the  peace,  in  and  for  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  to  be 
dealt  with  according  to  law. 

Where  a  prisoner  is  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and 
is  by  force  or  fraud  brought  within  it,  he  cannot  be  arrested  and 
proceeded  against  in  a  civil  action,  at  the  suit  of  any  party 
concerned  in  bringing  him  within  such  jurisdiction.  But,  in 
respect  of  a  criminal  offense,  this  rule  has  no  application 
{Susannah  Scotfs  Case,  9  Bam,  dk  Ores.j  446 ;  People^  ea^ 
rd.  Luddi/ngton  agt.  Sheriff  of  N.  J".,  MSS.y  FrrniAN,  J.) 

It  is  no  ground  for  discharging  a  prisoner  from  arrest  in  a 
criminal  matter,  that  he  has  been  forcibly  brought  within  the 
jurisdiction  {The  People  agt.  Wm.  O.  Rowe^  4  Park.  Crim. 
a.,  263). 

In  the  civil  actions,  the  improper  proceeding  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, which  would  amount  to  an  abuse  of  process,  is  a  legal 
wrong  which  prevents  them  from  retaining  the  benefits  of  an 
arrest.  But  there  can  be  no  wrong  of  that  nature  imputable 
to  the  people.  The  process  upon  which  he  is  held,  issued  by 
the  district  attorney,  is  valid,  and  the  court  or  officer  cannot, 
on  habeas  corpus  or  certiorari^  inquire  into  the  truth  of  the 
crime  for  which  the  prisoner  stands  indicted  {The  People  agt. 
McLeod,  1  HiU,  377 ;  Matter  of  Gla/rk,  9  Wend,,  212). 
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The  question  of  his  guilt  or  innocence  must  be  tried  accord- 
ing to  law  (2  jR.  S.,  737,  §  1). 

It  is  argued  that  he  cannot  be  tried  because  the  indictment 
is  lost.  Perhaps  the  public  prosecutor  may  be  able  to  substi- 
tute a  copy  of  the  indictment  {People  agt.  Bwrdick^  3  GomieSy 
104). 

The  indictment  cannot  be  questioned  collaterally  {People 
agt.  HurOyuH^  4  Denioy  136 ;  Bomk  of  TJ.  S.  agt.  Jenkins^ 
18  Johns.y  309). 

It  is  further  alleged  that  there  is  no  intention  to  try  the 
relator  on  the  indictment,  and  that  the  time  which  has  elapsed 
since  the  warrant  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  entitles  him  to 
be  discharged. 

That  may  be  tru^;  but  the  motion  for  a  discharge  on  such 
grounds  must  be  made  to  the  court  wherein  the  criminal  pro- 
ceeding is  pending.  That  court  has  full  control  of  the  indict- 
ment and  all  proceedings  founded  upon  it. 

The  relator  must  be  discharged  from  the  orders  of  arrest  in 
the  civil  actions,  but  remanded  to  the  custody  <5f  the  sheriff  on 
the  warrant  issued  on  the  indictment  in  the  general  sessions 
against  him,  with  directions  to  the  sheriff  to  take  the  relator 
before  that  court  to  answer  the  indictment. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

John  Teaot,  Jr.,  Plaintiff  and  Appellant,  v.  Samuel  Coese, 

Defendant  and  Respondent. 

1.  Where,  under  and  pursuant  to  section  48  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  June 
80,  1864  (13  Statutes  at  Large,  p.  238),  as  amended  by  9th  section  of 
the  act  of  Congress,  July  13,  1866  {XA  Statutes  at  Large,  p.  112),  a  pro- 
ceeding was  instituted  and  carried  out,  viz. :  To  sell  a  barge  and  a  quan- 
tity of  distilled  spirits  and  utensils  for  making  the  same,  as  perishable, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  purchaser  seeking  to  avail  himself  of  such  title  to 
make  out  by  proof  all  the  necessary  steps  required  by  that  proyision  of 
the  statute  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  collector  to  sell. 

2.  The  authority  under  those  provisions  of  the  acts  of  Congress  to  sell  rests 
on,  1.  The  application  by  the  collector  of  internal  revenue  to  the  asses- 
sor to  examine  the  property  seized,  etc 

2.  The  assessor's  examination  and  opinion  that  a  sale  is  necessary. 

8.  The  assessor's  appraisal  of  the  property  sought  to  be  sold  as  perishable. 

4.  The  refusal  of  the  owner  of  the  property  to  give  a  bond. 

5.  The  order  to  sell. 

8.  In  the  case  at  bar  there  were  several  errors,  viz. :  The  assessor  appraised 
the  property  seized,  viz.,  a  quantity  of  distilled  spirits,  a  still  and 
apparatus,  and  materials,  implements,  etc,  and  the  barge  '*  Franklin," 
in  one  lump,  at  $3,000,  without  distinguishing  in  the  appraisal  as  to  the 
value  of  the  barge  alone,  so  as  to  enable  the  owner  of  the  barge  to  give  a 
bond. 

No  proof  was  given  of  any  notice  to  the  owner  of  the  property  to  give  a 
bond.  The  recital  in  a  letter  written  by  the  collector  of  the  district  to 
the  assessor  is  not  evidencd  of  that  fact 

The  assessor  did  not  indicate  his  opinion  that  a  sale  was  necessary  until 
after  the  time  when,  as  alleged,  the  owner  had  neglected  to  give  a  bond.* 
The  court  therefore  held,  on  exceptions,  the  title  of  the  purchaser  under 
such  a  sale  as  invalid  as  to  one  claiming  to  be  a  purchaser  on  a  mcnt- 
gage  sale  under  a  power  of  sale  contained  in  a  mortgage  in  existence 
and  duly  recorded  prior  to  the  seizure  by  the  collector  of  internal 
revenue. 

4.  The  validity  of  the  title  of  a  purchaser  imder  a  sale  under  section  48,  as 
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amended  by  section  9,  of  property  seized,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  perish- 
able, does  not  in  any  way  depend  upon  a  subsequent  decree  entered  in 
the  U.  8.  District  Court  condemning  the  proceeds  of  such  sale. 

Because  if  a  decree  that  the  seizure  and  sale  be  confirmed  helps  to  make 
the  previous  sale  valid,  then  a  contrary  decree  would  make  such  sale 
invalid. 

The  result  of  such  a  principle  would  be  that  no  person  could  safely  pur- 
chase at  such  a  sale. 

The  sale  is  not  made  by  authority  of  the  judgment,  and,  therefore,  nothing 
which  is  decided  by  the  Judgment  affects  the  validity  of  the  sale. 

5.  If  the  barge  had  been  held  until  the  decree  and  then  condemned  and  sold, 
the  decree  would  have  been  the  authority  for  the  sale,  and  whatever 
was  decided  by  the  decree  affecting  the  property  sold  under  it  would 
have  been  conclusive.  But  the  barge  in  question  was  not  sold  under 
the  decree,  but  under  certain  doings  of  the  collector  and  assessor  prior 
to  the  decree  and  prior  even  to  any  legal  proceedings.  Those  subsequent 
proceedings  may  be  conclusive  as  to  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  which  are 
substituted  for  the  barge,  but  they  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  sale  of 
the  barge ;  that  must  stand  on  the  validity  of  the  acts  of  the  collector 
and  assessor. 

6.  The  case  of  SUmm  agt.  Mayhary  (2  WheaUm^  U.  8,  8,  C,  R^p,  (S)  dis- 
tinguished  from  the  case  at  bar. 

7.  The  doctrine  of  the  law  in  this  respect  is  that,  from  the  necessity  of  the 
case,  the  property  seized  (wrongfully  or  rightfully)  cannot  be  kept  until 
final  adjudication ;  that,  therefore,  it  is  necessary  to  sell  it,  not  because 
it  was  rightfully  seized,  but  because  it  cannot  be  kept.  If,  therefore, 
the  party  seizing  takes  the  proper  steps  for  a  sale  on  such  grounds,  the 
purchaser  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  subsequent  decree  and  is  in  no 
way  affected  by  it. 

General  Terrrij  First  Departmenty  July  1873. 
Before  Ingsaham,  Brabt  and  Lbarnbd,  JJ^ 

Cunningham  &  Tomfkins,  owners  of  a  barge  called  the 
Franklin,  for  the  consideration  of  $2,500,  sold  the  said  vessel 
to  one  Boach.  Bodch,  simultaneously  therewith,  gave  back 
two  notes,  dated  May  11,  1868,  for  $1,000  each,  payable,  one 
at  six  months  and  one  at  twelve  months  after  date  (for  part  of 
the  purchase-money),  and,  to  secure  said  notes,  executed  a 
chattel  mortgage  on  the  said  barge,  which  was  recorded  in 
the  N.  Y.  custom-house  on  May  12, 1868. 

This  mortgage  contained  a  provision  that  ^^  in  case  of  default 
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in  payment,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  mortgagees  to  enter 
into  and  upon  the  said  vessel,  in  any  dock  or  waters  she  might 
be,  and  to  take  and  carry  her  away  and  to  sell  and  dispose  of 
her  at  public  or  private  sale,  for  the  best  price  they  might 
obtain.  And  the  mortgagees  were  thereby  authorized  and 
empowered  to  become  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  at  such 
sale,  and  to  execute  and  deliver  the  necessary  bill  or  bills  of 
sale  to  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  thereof,"  &c. 

When  the  first  of  these  notes  became  due  it  was  unpaid, 
and  on  the  24:th  December,  1868,  the  mortgagees  executed  a 
power  of  attorney  to  a  sheriff — the  vessel  at  the  time  lying  in 
Jersey  waters — ^to  seize  and  sell  the  said  barge  under  the 
mortgage,  because  of  the  default  in  payment  of  the  first  of  said 
notes. 

Under  the  said  mortgage  and  power  the  attorney  took 
possession  of  the  barge,  advertised  her  for  sale  in  the  Hudson 
County  Democrat,  and  sold  her  as  she  lay,  at  the  foot  of  North 
Ninth  street,  in  Jersey  City,  to  the  highest  bidder,  and  Sam- 
uel Corse,  the  respondent,  bought  her  for  $1,650,  cash,  and 
thereupon  the  said  attorney  for  the  mortgagees  executed  a  bill 
of  sale  to  the  respondent,  reciting  the  mortgagees'  proceed- 
ings and  sale. 

Mr.  Corse  took  possession  of  the  barge,  and  while  so  in  pos- 
session of  her  the  appellant  brought  an  action  of  claim  and 
delivery. 

And  on  issues  joined  in  that  suit  the  cause  below  was  tried. 

On  the  trial,  the  jury  found  the  value  of  the  vessel  to  be 
$2,600,  and  damages  for  its  detention,  $549.30;  and  the  jus- 
tice ordered  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  but 
judgment  to  be  suspended  to  enable  the  exceptions  to  be 
heard  in  the  first  instance  at  the  general  term. 

The  appellant's  case  was  founded  on  a  title  acquired  by  him 
under  this  state  of  facts  viz. : 

John  Tracy,  the  appellant,  bought  the  vessel  in  question 
on  the  3d  of  August,  1868,  at  a  sale  made  by  Alexander 
Spaulding,  U.  S.  collector  of  internal  revenue,  for  the  sum  of 
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$1,000.  The  bill  of  sale  by  Spaulding,  the  collector,  to 
Tracy,  recited  that  on  June  2d,  1868,  he  caused  the  barge 
Franklin  (of  160  tons  burthen)  to  be  seized  opposite  Weehau- 
.ken,  in  the  North  river^  she  being  at  that  time  fitted  up  for 
and  actually  engaged  in  the  business  of  illicitly  manufactur- 
ing spirits,  in  violation  of  internal  revenue  laws.  That  the 
said  barge  was,  by  order  of  said  collector,  moored  to  the  dock, 
foot  of  31st  street,  city  of  New  York,  and  placed  in  charge 
of  a  keeper,  and  that  the  expense  of  keeping  her  was  very 
great ;  and  in  consideration  thereof,  the  said  collector  applied 
to  Alexander  J.  Bleecker,  assessor,  on  June  22d,  1868,  to 
have  said  barge  appraised.  That  on  June  26th,  1868,  said 
Bleecker  appraised  said  barge.  That  on  June  27th  the  col- 
lector notified  the  owner  or  owners  of  said  barge  to  execute  a 
bond  equal  to  assessed  value,  on  or  before  July  Ist,  1868, 
which  they  neglected  and  refused  to  do.  On  July  9th,  1868, 
said  collector  applied  by  letter  to  Thomas  B.  Asten,  successor 
in  office  to  Anthony  J.  Bleecker,  for  an  order  to  sell  said 
barge ;  on  the  10th  July,  1868,  said  Asten,  assessor  of  said  dis- 
trict, issued  an  order  authorizing  said  collector  Spaulding  to 
sell  said  barge,  and  he,  said  collector,  duly  advertised  said 
barge  at  public  auction,  and  on  the  3d  of  August,  1868,  to 
which  day  the  sale  was  adjourned,  it  was  sold  to  Jo}in  Tracy, 
Jr.,  for  $1,000. 

No  jn'oof  was  introdtcced  on  the  trial  hdow  of  the  facts 
stated  in  siboh  recital^  other  than  the  correspondence  between 
the  collector  and  the  assessor,  and  an  information  filed  in  the 
U.  S.  District  Court,  at  the  suit  of  the  United  States  bv  the 
U.  S.  district  attorney  against  $618.30,  the  proceeds  of  a  quan- 
tity of  distilled  spirits,  of  one  still  and  other  distilling  appa- 
ratus, of  certain  articles  of  raw  materials,  and  certain  tools, 
vessels,  utensils,  implements,  instruments,  &c,  &c.,  and  of  the 
barge  Franklin. 

This  information  was  filed  on  the  22d  day  of  December, 
1868,  and  process  issued  thereon  against  that  money,  return- 
able January  12th,  1869.    Under  that  process  the  marshal 
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impounded  the  said  $618.30,  and  made  return  on  January 
29th5 1869,  which  was  some  time  after  the  respondent  acquired 
his  title,  a  final  decree  was  entered  on  that  information,  adju- 
dicating on  and  forfeiting  the  $618.30,  and  confirming  said 
sale.  But  the  respondent  was  no  party  to  said  suit,  nor  did 
the  United  States  authorities,  on  that  information,  seize  or 
hold  in  possession  the  "  rem,P  viz. :  the  barge  Franklin,  which 
was  in  dispute,  and  all  of  said  proceedings  were  unknown  to 
the  respondent. 

A.  H.  Dana,  for  plaintiff  cmd  appellant. 

D.  McMahon,  for  defendant  and  respondent. 

Leabned,  J. — This  is  an  action  to  recover  the  barge  "  Frank- 
lin." The  plaintiff"  obtained  possession  by  proceeding  for 
claim  and  delivery  in  this  action.  On  the  trial  the  court 
ordered  a  verdict  for  the  return  of  the  barge.  The  case  comes 
up  on  exceptions. 

The  plaintiff^,  to  show  his  title  to  the  barge,  gave  in  evi- 
dence a  bill  of  sale  to  him  dated  August  3, 1868,  executed  by 
Alexander  Spaulding,  collector  of  internal  revenue.  This 
recited  that  on  the  2d  day  of  June,  1868,  he  caused  the  barge 
to  be  seized,  ^^  she  being  at  that  time  fitted  up  for  and  actu- 
ally engaged  in  the  business  of  illicitly  manufacturing  spirits 
in  violation  of  the  internal  revenue  laws ;  that  the  expense  of 
keeping  her  was  very  great ;  that  on  the  22d  day  of  June, 
1868,  he  applied  to  the  assessor  to  have  the  barge  appraised ; 
that  on  the  26th  day  of  June,  1868,  the  assessor  appraised  the 
barge ;  that  on  27th  the  collector  notified  the  owners  to  exe- 
cute a  bond  equal  to  the  assessed  value ;  that  they  neglected 
to  do.  so ;  that  the  collector  applied  to  the  assessor  for  an  order 
to  sell ;  that  the  assessor  issued  such  order,  and  that  the  col- 
lector had  sold  the  barge  to  the  plaintiff  August  3d,  1868." 

The  plaintiff  also  gave  in  evidence  the  aforesaid  application 
made  June  22d,  1868,  by  the  collector  to  the  assessor,  which 
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of  states  that  the  barge  was  engaged  in  the  illicit  manufacture 
spirits,  and  requesting,  under  section  48  of  the  internal  revenue 
laws,  an  appraisal.  It  is  important  to  notice,  on  this  point, 
that  that  section  only  authorizes  and  applies  to  the  seizure  of 
goods,  &c.,  on  which  taxes  are  imposed,  which  shall  be  found 
in  the  possession  of  persons  for  the  purpose  of  being  sold  or 
removed  with  the  design  to  avoid  payment  of  taxes,  and  of 
raw  materials  in  possession  of  persons  intending  to  manufac- 
ture fraudulently. 

Next  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  the  assessor's  appraisal 
aforesaid,  by  which  the  assessor  appraised  the  barge  and  con- 
tents at  $3,000. 

No  evidence  was  given  showing  that  the  owner  had  been 
required  or  notified  to  give  such  bond.  The  recital  in  a  letter 
of  the  collector,  that  such  a  notice  had  been  given,  is  no  evi- 
dence of  the  fact. 

The  plaintiff  then  gave  in  evidence  the  assessor's  order  to 
the  collector  to  sell,  in  which  he  recites  that  the  barge,  with 
its  contents,  was  appraised  at  $3,000,  and  recites  that  it  was 
seized  for  being  engaged  in  illicit  distillation  of  spirits. 

The  plaintiff  also  gave  in  evidence  certain  proceedings  in 
the  United  States  Court,  commenced  December  22d,  1868, 
against  "  $618.30,  being  the  proceeds  of  the  barge  Franklin," 
&c.  These  are  stated  to  be  the  proceeds  of  a  quantity  of  dis- 
tiDed  spirits,  certain  raw  materials,  and  a  still,  tools,  and  the 
barge  Franklin.  In  these  proceedings,  the  charge  against  the 
barge  is  not  that  she  was  used  for  illicit  distillation,  but  that 
she  was  a  vessel  used  for  the  removal,  deposit  or  conceabnent 
of  taxable  goods.  The  marshal  attached  these  proceeds  of  the 
sale  December  22d,  1868,  and  returned  that  he  had  given  due 
notice  to  all  persons  claiming  the  same. 

On  the  29th  of  January,  1869,  no  person  appearing,  the  said 
proceeds  were  condemned,  and  it  was  further  adjudged  that 
the  seizure  and  sale  to  Tracy  be  confirmed. 

Now,  it  seems  to  be  evident  that  the  validity  of  Tracy's 
title  cannot  in  any  way  depend  upon  the  subsequent  decree, 
Vol.  XLV  41 
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because  if  a  decree  that  the  seizure  and  sale  be  confirmed 
helps  to  make  the  previous  sale  valid,  then  a  contrary  decree 
would  make  such  sale  invalid.  The  result  of  such  a  principle 
would  be  that  no  person  could  safely  purchase  at  such  a  sale. 
Because,  if  it  were  to  depend  on  a  future  decree  of  a  court 
whether  the  purchaser  at  such  a  sale  was  to  obtain  a  good  title 
or  not,  then  it  would  follow  that  the  property  could  not  be 
sold.  All  that  could  be  sold  would  be  an  uncertain  right  or 
chance,  which  a  subsequent  decree  might  make  into  a  valid 
title,  or  might  utterly  destroy.  In  the  common  phrase,  this 
would  be  selling  a  lawsuit. 

This  provision  for  a  sale  of  perishable  property  is  common. 
One  instance  is  found  in  the  Code,  section  233,  in  case  of 
attachment  by  a  sheriif  under  an  order.  K  the  property  is 
perishable,  he  may  be  authorized  by  order  of  the  court  to  sell. 
But  the  title  acquired  under  such  sale  would  plainly  not  be 
affected  by  the  final  judgment  in  the  action.  The  purchaser's 
title  would  be  no  better  if  the  plaintiff  should  succeed,  and  no 
worse  if  he  should  faiL  The  sale  is  not  made  by  authority  of 
the  judgment,  and,  therefore,  nothing  which  is  decided  by  the 
judgment  affects  the  validity  of  the  sale.  It  is  important  to 
observe  this  distinction.  If  property  is  levied  upon  under  an 
attachment,  and  is  held  until  final  judgment,  and  is  then  sold 
under  the  judgment,  then  it  is  sold  by  the  authority  of  the 
judgment,  and  the  decisions  of  that  judgment  are  binding. 
But  if  property  is  levied  upon  under  an  attachment  and  sold 
as  perishable,  then  the  validity  of  the  sale  depends  on  the 
attachment  and  the  order  of  sale. 

Thus,  too,  in  the  present  case,  if  the  barge  had  been  held 
till  the  decree,  and  then  condemned  and  sold,  the  decree 
would  have  been  the  authority  for  the  sale,  and  whatever  was 
decided  by  the  decree  affecting  the  property  sold  under  it 
would  have  been  conclusive.  But  this  barge  was  not  sold 
under  the  decree,  but  under  certain  doings  of  the  collector 
and  assessor  prior  to  the  decree,  and  prior  even  to  any  legal 
proceedings.    Those  subsequent  proceedings  may  be  concln 
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Bive  as  to  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  which  are  substituted  for 
the  barge,  but  they  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  sale  of  the 
barge.  That  must  stand  on  the  validity  of  the  acts  of  the  col- 
lector and  assessor. 

To  show  that  this  must  be  so,  let  us  suppose  that  the  decree 
of  the  United  States  Court  had  been  the  reverse  of  what  it 
was ;  that  it  had  decided  that*  the  proceeds  oi  the  property 
should  not  be  condemned  or  forfeited.  Would  such  a  decree 
have  destroyed  Tracy's  title  ?  Clearly  not.  If,  then,  a  decree 
releasing  those  proceeds  from  forfeiture  and  condemnation 
would  not  have  taken  away  Tracy's  title  to  the  barge,  it  fol- 
lows that  a  decree  forfeiting  and  condemning  the  proceeds 
cannot  make  his  title  to  the  barge  any  better.  If  he  obtained 
a  good  title,  it  was,  by  virtue  of  the  proceedings,  taken  by  the 
collector  and  assessor  in  respect  to  the  barge  prior  to  and  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  sale  to  him. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  view  which  is  in  conflict  with  the 
doctrine  of  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States 
courts  in  cases  of  seizure  {Slocum  agt.  Mayberry^  2  Whea;t,^  1). 
Admitting  that  the  decree  of  that  court  is  conclusive  on  the 
question  whether  or  not  the  seizure  was  wrongful,  would  it 
be  claimed  that  even  in  case  of  a  wrongful  seizure,  if  the  pro- 
perty were  perishable  and  were  by  proper  proceedings  sold 
for  that  reason,  the  purchaser  would  obtain  no  title  ?  Such  a 
principle  could  not  be  tolerated.  The  doctrine  of  the  law  in 
this  respect  is  that,  from  the  neceseiiy  of  the  cdse^  the  property 
seized  (wrongfully  or  rightfully)  cannot  be  kept  till  final  adju- 
dication ;  that,  therefore,  it  is  necessary  to  sell  it,  not  because 
it  was  rightfully  seized,  but  because  it  cannot  be  kept.  If, 
therefore,  the  party  seizing  takes  the  proper  steps  for  a  sale 
on  such  grounds,  the  purchaser  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
subsequent  decree  and  is  in  no  way  affected  by  it. 

Such  a  decree,  therefore,  is  not  to  be  considered  in  the  case 
on  the  question  of  confirming  the  plaintiflPs  title.  The  proof, 
then,  of  the  plaintifPs  title  to  the  barge  is  the  conveyance  of 
the  collector.    The  plaintiff  further  offered  to  prove  the  fact 
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Ill*  - 

of  the  seizure,  and  that  at  the  time  a  distillery  was  running 
on  board ;  and  he  also  gave  in  evidence  the  application  of  the 
collector,  the  appraisal  and  the  order  of  the  assessor. 

It  is  necessary  to  inquire  by  what  authority  the  collector 
made  this  sale.  The  plaintiff  claims  under  section  48  of  inter- 
nal revenue  act,  July  13,  1866.  This  declares  that  when  any 
property  so  seized  cannot  be  kept  without  great  expense,  the 
collector  *  *  *  may  apply  to  the  assessor  of  the  district 
to  examine  said  property,  and  if  in  the  opinion  of  the  assessor 
it  shall  be  necessary  that  said  property  should  be  sold  to  pre- 
vent such  expense,  he  shall  appraise  the  same,  the  owner  there- 
upon shall  have  the  property  returned,  upon  giving  bonds 
with  such  sureties  as  the  assessor  shall  deem  good,  which  bond 
shall  be  filed  by  the  assessor.  K  said  owner  shall  neglect  or 
refuse  to  give  said  bond,  the  asaessor  shall  issue  to  the  col- 
lector an  order  to  sell,  and  the  collector  shall  advertise  and 
sell  in  same  manner  as  goods  are  sold  on  final  execution. 

It  will  be  seen,  then,  that  the  authority  to  sell  rests  on  sev- 
eral things.  1st.  The  application  to  the  assessor.  2d.  His 
examination  and  opinion  that  a  sale  is  necessary.  3d.  His 
Appraisal.  4th.  The  owner's  refusal  to  give  a  bond.  6th. 
The  order  to  sell. 

Now,  in  the  present  case  it  appears  that  the  collector  applied 
to  the  assessor  June  22d,  1868,  to  appraise  "  the  barge."  On 
the  26th  of  June  the  assessor  appraised  the  "  property  seized  " 
at  $3,000.  This  included  a  quantity  of  distilled  spirits,  a  still 
and  apparatus,  raw  materials,  implements,  &c.  The  assessor 
did  not  indicate  his  opinion  that  a  sale  was  necessary,  and  while 
the  expense  of  keeping  the  barge  might  be  great,  this  could 
jiot,  it  would  seem,  be  true  of  the  other  property  seized.  There 
is  no  evidence  given  on  the  trial  that  the  owners  were  notified 
to  give  a  bond.  All  that  there  is  on  that  point  M  a  letter 
written  by  the  collector  to  the  assessor,  July  9th,  stating  that 
fact ;  nor  does  it  appear  that  any  evidence,  except  this  letter, 
was  ever  given  to  the  assessor  showing  that  the  owners  had 
neglected  or  refused  to  give  the  bond. 
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Now,  when  we  consider,  as  is  shown  above,  that  this  sale 
of  property,  as  perishable  or  as  too  expensive  to  be  kept,  if 
lawfully  conducted,  deprives  the  owner  of  his  title,  notwith- 
standing he  has  never  been  guilty  of  any  wrong,  he  must,  on 
all  sound  principles,  be  entitled  to  notice  of  the  proceeding. 
It  ipust  be  clearly  kept  in  mind  that  such  a  sale  as  this  is  not 
made  on  the  ground  of  forfeitnre,  but  on  the  ground  that  the 
property  is  perishable,  and  as  the  proceedings  are  not  before 
any  court,  but  are  conducted  by  the  collector  and  assessor,  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  must  be  strictly  complied  with. 

In  the  present  case  there  are  several  defects. 

There  was  no  appraisement  of  the  barge.  True,  the  barge 
and  other  property  were  appraised  together.  But  this  did 
not  enable  the  owner  of  the  barge  to  give  a  bond  of  the 
appraised  value  of  the  barge,  thus  to  prevent  the  sale. 

Next,  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  notice  to  the  owner 
requiring  liim  to  give  such  a  bond. 

Again,  it  will  be  found,  on  looking  at  the  papers,  that  the 
assessor  never  decided  that  it  was  necessary  to  sell  the  barge  . 
until  after  the  time  when,  as  alleged,  the  owner  had  neglected 
to  give  the  bond.  There  was  nothing,  then,  at  the  time  when  the 
owner  is  alleged  to  have  neglected  to  give  the  bond,  which  could 
have  given  him  notice  that  this  barge  had  been  adjudged  \o  be 
too  expensive  to  keep,  and  that  he^must,  therefore,  give  a  bond. 

If  it  be  claimed  that  the  assessor's  order  to  sell  is  quasi 
judicial,  it  certainly  should  not  be  so  highly  judicial  that  it 
can  avail  to  deprive  an  owner  of  his  property  without  proof 
of  notice  to  him  and  without  any  finding  of  the  necessity  of  a 
sale,  on  which  finding  only,  as  a  preliminary,  could  the  owner 
be  called  on  to  protect  his  property  from  the  sacrifice  of  a  col- 
lector's auction  sale. 

Judgment  should  be  entered  on  the  verdict  rendered  for 
defendant. 

Judge  Inqraham  concurred. 

Judge  Brady  dissented. 

Judgment  for  defendant,  with  costs. 
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COURT  OF  COMMISSION  OF  APPEALS. 

George  N.  Chester  et  al.,  plaintiffs  and  respondents,  agt, 
John  S.  Dickinson,  Edgab  Eebd  et  al,^  defendants  and 
appellants, 

1.  Two  or  more  persons  may  become  partners  in  buying  or  selling  land. 

2.  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  or  essence  of  a  partnership  which  requires 
that  it  should  be  confined  to  ordinary  trade  and  conunerce  or  to  dealii^ 
in  personal  property.  It  may  exist  between  attorneys,  conveyancers, 
mechanics,  owners  of  a  line  of  stage  coaches,  artisans  or  farmers,  as  well 
as  between  merchants  and  bankers,  and  it  may  exist  between  dealers  and 
speculators  in  real  estate. 

8.  The  objection  to  the  validity  of  a  partnership  entered  into  for  speculat- 
ing in  real  estate  by  parol  is  that  it  is  an  agreement  affecting  lands, 
and  therefore  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds;  but  this  court  decides 
that  where  two  persons  enter  into  a  parol  copartnership  to  speculate  in 
lands  they  do  not  come  in  conflict  with  the  statute  of  frauds.  When  the 
agreement  is  made  no  lands  are  owned  by  the  firm,  and  neither  party 
attempts  to  convey  or  assign  any  to  the  other.  The  contract  is  a  valid 
one,  and  in  pursuance  of  this  agreement  they  go  on  and  buy,  improve 
and  sell  lands  While  they  are  doing  this,  they  act  as  partners,  and  bear 
that  relation  to  each  other.  Within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  neither  conveys  nor  assigns  any  land  to  the  other,  and  hence  there 
is  no  conflict  with  the  statute. 

4.  The  statute  of  frauds  is  not  so  broad  as  to  prevent  proof  by  parol  of  an 
interest  in  lands.  It  is  simply  aimed  at  the  creation  or  conveyance  of  an 
estate  in  lands  without  a  writing. 

5.  In  all  partnerships  one  partner  is  the  general  agent  of  all  the  parties  for 
the  transaction  of  all  the  partnership  business.  This  rule  of  agency 
applies  to  partnerships  in  real  estate,  except  so  far  as  it  is  modified  by  the 
character  of  the  property,  and  the  only  difference  grows  out  of  the  rules 
of  law  in  reference  to  the  conveyance  and  transmission  of  real  estate- 
One  partner  cannot  convey  the  whole  title  to  real  estate  unless  the  whole 
title  is  vested  in  him.  But  he  can  enter  into  an  executory  contract  to 
convey,  which  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce.    While  a  contract  for  the 
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conveyance  of  land  must  be  in  writing,  yet  an  agent  to  execute  the  con- 
tract may  be  appointed  by  parol.  Hence,  when  the  partnership  business 
is  to  deal  in  real  estate,  one  partner  has  ample  power  as  general  agent  of 
the  firm  to  enter  into  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate. 

6.  Dormant  partners  in  a  real  estate  partnership  are  liable  to  all  persons 
dealing  with  the  firm,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  that 
dormant  partners  in  commercial  partnerships  are  held  liable. 

7.  The  cases  of  PUts  agt  Waugh  (4  Mass.  R.,  424)  and  of  Patterson  agt 
Brev)9ter  {4.th  Bd,  Ghy,  R.^  822)  overruled,  and  the  case  of  BemiB  agt.  Har- 
rison (19  Barb. ,  53)  approved. 

8!  This  court  held  a  partner  in  a  real  estate  partnership  subject  to  the  same 
liability  for  the  frauds  of  his  copartner  as  a  copartner  is  liable  in  an  ordi- 
nary commercial  copartnership  for  the  frauds  committed  by  his  copartner 
in  the  course  of  the  transactions  and  business  of  the  partnership,  even 
when  the  other  partners  have  not  the  slightest  connection  or  knowledge 
or  participation  in  the  fraud. 

9.  It  was  proper  for  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
sustained  by  him  by  reason  that  certain  lands  were  falsely  stated  to  be 
oil-producing  lands  when  they  were  not,  to  prove  that  petroleum  oil 
was  poured  on  the  land  by  one  of  the  partners,  aided  by  an  agent  in  the 
fraud,  both  before  the  partnership  was  formed  and  after  the  lands  were 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff.  This  evidence  tended  to  reflect  light  upon 
the  fraud  complained  of,  and  was  competent  for  that  purpose.  It 
was  also  competent  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  they  were  oil-pro- 
ducing lands,  as  represented. 

10.  Where  a  witness,  on  cross-examination,  was  asked  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  whether  he  did  not  on  a  certain  day  before  Squire  P.  testify  that 
there  was  stolen  from  the  bam  oi^one  of  the  defendants  certain  oil  cans, 
to  which  he  answered  he  did.  He  was  then  asked,  did  you  testify  or 
swear  to  these  facts  in  an  afiSdavit,  to  which  objection  was  made  that 
the  affidavit  should  be  produced  and  shown  to  the  witness.  The  cross- 
examining  counsel  thereupon  produced  the  affidavit  and  showed  it  to 
the  witness,  who  stated,  this  is  the  affidavit  I  made,  and  thereupon  the 
counsel  offered  and  was  about  to  read  the  same  in  evidence.  The 
defendants*  counsel  th^n  objected  to  the  affidavit  as  irrelevant  and 
immaterial,  to  which  the  court  said,  put  your  question.  Defendants* 
counsel  said,  **  we  except"  The  question  was  then  put,  and  the  witness 
answered,  **I  did.**  This  court  held  there  was  no  error  in  this,  the 
defendants*  counsel  having  originally  objected  to  the  inquiry  because 
the  affidavit  was  not  produced.  When  it  was  produced,  he  was  estopped 
from  afterwards  objecting  to  the  inquiries  on  another  and  different 
ground. 
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Before  Lott,  Ch.  C,  Eabl»  Gbat,  Johnson  a/nd  Rey- 
nolds, CC. 

Argued  at  the  January  Term^  1873 ;  decided  at  the  March 
Term,  1873. 

Appeal  by  the  defendants,  Dickinson  and  Eeed,  from  a  judg- 
ment of  the  general  term  of  the  second  judicial  district, 
affirming  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  entered  upon 
a  verdict,  and  affirming  an  order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  action  was  brought  for  fraud,  and  deceit  in  an  alleged 
sale  of  land.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants,  Dick- 
inson, Reed,  Jones,  and  a  fourth  defendant  named  De  Wint, 
who  died  during  the  pendency  of  the  action,  conspired  to 
induce  the  plaintiffs  to  purchase,  as  oil-producing  lands,  cer- 
tain lands  in  the  county  of  Dutchess  in  the  State  of  New  York, 
being  three  farms  in  the  town  of  Fishkill,  known  as  the  Bogar- 
dus,  the  Scofield  and  the  Jones  farm.  That  the  defendants 
secretly  poured  petroleum  upon  said  lands  for  the  purpose  of 
inducing  the  plaintiffs  to  believe  that  such  oil  was  the  sponta- 
neous production  of  said  lands,  and  falsely  represented  to  the 
plaintiffs  that  the  oil  which  they  had  so  put  on  said  lands  was 
the  natural  product  of  the  same.  That  the  plaintiffs  were 
thus  induced  to  believe  that  such  lands  were  oil-producing 
lands,  and  on  the  24th  of  December,  1864,  paid  the  defend- 
ants the  sum  of  $39,000  for  certain  contracts  for  the  purchase 
of  said  lands,  which  had  been  previously  entered  into  by  said 
defendants  with  the  owners  thereof. 

The  complaint  further  alleges  that,  %fter  the  payment  of 
the  $39,000  and  the  assignment  to  the  plaintiffs  of  the  con- 
tracts for  the  purchase  of  said  lands,  the  defendants  continued 
to  pour  petroleum  upon  said  lands,  and  the  plaintiffs,  being 
deceived  by  such  acts,  were  induced,  after  the  assignment  to 
them  of  such  contracts  and  before  the  commencenent  of  the 
action,  to  expend  upon  and  on  account  of  the  purchase  of  the 
said  lands  of  the  owners  thereof,  and  in  operations  and  mining 
thereon,  the  further  sum  of  about  $40,000. 
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The  answers  deny  all  these  allegations  of  the  complaint, 
and  all  fraud  and  complicity  with  any  fraud  or  deceit.  The 
cause  was  tried  at  the  Dutchess  circuit  on  the  5th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1866,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  against  all  the  defend- 
ants for  $51,873.  A  motion  was  made  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
minutes  of  the  judge,  which  was  denied,  and  judgment  entered. 
The  defendants,  Dickinson  and  Eeed,  each  appealed  sepa- 
rately from  the  order  denying  a  new  trial,  and  from  the  judg- 
ment ;  the  judgment  and  order  were  affirmed  at  the  general 
term. 

The  defendants,  Eeed  and  Dickinson,  appealed  separately 
to  this  court.  The  evidence  of  fraud,  upon  which  the  plaintiflfe 
relied  and  upon  which  the  verdict  mainly  was  found,  con- 
sisted of  the  testimony  to  his  own  acts  by  a  person  named 
Benjamin  Higgs,  who  testified  that  he  was  employed  by  the 
defendants,  Jones  and  Reed,  to  put  petroleum  upon  the  lands, 
from  time  to  time,  frequently,  in  the  fall  of  1864  and  the  win- 
ter following,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  them  the  appearance 
of  oil-producing  lands. 

On  the  28th  day  of  November,  1864,  the  defendants  entered 
into  a  written  agreement,  signed  by  all  of  them,  in  which  they 
agreed  to  purchase,  lease  and  take  refusals  of  land  on  their 
joint  account,  in  the  town  of  Fishkill,  situate  and  lying  along 
the  Fishkill  creek,  specifying  particularly  the  Bogardus  farm, 
the  Scotield  farm  and  the  Jones  farm,  and  also  "  such  other 
parcels  or  farms  along  said  creek  as  they  may  consider  to  be 
to  their  mutual  advantage,  and  that  they  should  sell,  lease  or 
work  the  lands  thus  taken ;  and  they  further  agreed  that  all 
moneys  expended  and  all  loss  sustained  by  reason  of  such 
purchases,  leases  or  refusals  and  the  working  thereof,  should 
be  borne  equally  amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike,  and 
that  all  the  gains  and  profits  thereof  should  be  shared  in  the 
same  way,  and  that  all  the  leases  and  refusals  then  made  and 
thereafter  to  be  m^de  should  be  taken  in  the  name  of  defend- 
ant, Reed,  for  the  equal  benefit  of  all  the  parties. 

There  was  some  evidence  tending  to  show  that  this  associa- 
VoL.  XLV  42 
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tion  or  partnership  was  actually  formed  by  parol  as  early  as 
September,  1864. 

On  the  29th  day  of  October,  1864,  Bogardus  executed  a 
contract  with  Heed,  giving  him  the  refosal  of  his  farm  of 
forty-seven  and  a  half  acres  of  land,  at  $100  per  acre,  xmtil 
the  first  day  of  January  then  next.  On  the  20th  day  of  Octo- 
ber, Scofield  executed  a  contract  with  Eeed,  giving  him  the 
refusal  of  his  farm  of  sixty  acres,  at  $100  per  acre,  until  the 
15th  day  of  March  then  next,  and  on  15th  day  of  December, 
1864,  Eeed  obtained  an  assignment  of  a  contract  for  the  Jones 
farm  of  143  acres,  at  $150  per  acre.  About  the  1st  day  of 
December,  1864,  the  defendant,  Eeed,  opened  negotiations 
with  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  these  lands  to  them,  and  represented 
to  them  that  they  were  oil-producing  lands,  and  took  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  upon  the  lands  and  showed  him  the  indications  of  oil 
thereon,  which  had  been  produced  by  pouring  petroleum 
thereon,  representing  and  holding  out  to  the  plaintiff  that  the 
oil  found  there  was  the  natural  product  of  the  land.  On  the 
10th  day  of  December,  Eeed  proposed  to  plaintiffs  to  sell  them 
these  three  farms,  and  on  the  12th  of  December  the  plaintiffs 
accepted  the  proposition,  and  subsequently  paid  to  the  defend- 
ants, which  was  divided  equally  between  them,  $39,000  for 
the  refusal  of  the  Bogardus  and  Scofield  farms,  and  the  con- 
tract for  the  Jones  farm.  On  the  20th  of  December  Eeed 
assigned  to  the  plaintiffs  the  refusals  and  contract  by  a  formal 
written  assignment,  and  the  plaintiffs  thereafter  paid  for  and 
took  conveyances  of  the  farms  from  the  owners  thereof. 

It  appeared  upon  the  trial  that  Jones  was  the  defendant 
principally  engaged  in  perpetrating  the  fraud  by  causing  the 
deceptive  appearance  of  oil  upon  the  land.  There  was  some 
evidence  also  tending  to  show  that  Eeed  participated,  to  some 
extent,  in  this  fraud.  But  there  was  no  evidence  whatever 
that  Dickinson  had  anything  whatever  personally  to  do  with 
the  fraud,  or  that  he  knew  that  any  fraud  was  practiced. 

At  the  close  of  plaintiffs'  evidence,  and  again  at  the  close 
of  all  the  evidence,  a  motion  was  made,  on  behalf  of  defend- 
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ant,  Dickinson,  to  dismifis  the  complaint  as  to  him,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  connect  him  with  the 
alleged  fraud,  and  the  motion  was  denied  and  Dickinson 
excepted. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  the  defendants  were  part- 
ners under  their  written  agreement,  dated  November  28, 
1864,  and  submitted  to  them  to  find  whether  they  did  not 
become  such  prior  to  that  date  by  oral  agreement ;  and  he 
charged  that  each  defendant  was  liable  for  the  fraud  person- 
ally committed  by  him,  and  that  from  the  time  they  became 
partners  all  were  liable  for  the  fraud  committed  by  either  in 
and  about  the  partnership  business ;  exceptions  were  taken  by 
the  defendants  to  the  charge. 

The  defendants  requested  the  court  to  charge  that  every 
one  of  the  defendants  must  be  acquitted  by  the  jury  and  have 
a  verdict  in  his  favor,  unless  the  jury  believe  that  he  person- 
ally made,  or  procured  to  be  made,  the  false  representations 
charged  in  the  complaint,  and  thereby  induced  the  plaintiffs 
to  make  the  contract  with  the  defendants.  The  court  refused 
so  to  charge  and  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  defendant,  Dickinson,  requested  the  court  to  charge : 

1.  That  the  jury  must  find  a  verdict  in  his  favor,  there  being 
no  evidence  whatever  that  he  had  any  concern  in  or  know- 
ledge of  any  fraudulent  acts  or  representations  whatever ; 

2.  That  he  is  not  responsible,  and  cannot  be  made  liable  to 
the  plaintiffs  for  any  fraudulent  acts  or  representations  made 
or  procured  by  the  defendant,  Jones,  or  any  other  person, 
unless  with  Xhe  knowledge  or  procurement  either  of  Reed  or 
himself,  even  if  the  jury  should  believe  that  such  acts  or 
representations  were  made;  S.  That  the  jury  must  find  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  Dickinson,  unless  they 
believe  that  he  personally  knew  or  consented  to  some  fraudu- 
lent act  or  representation  to  the  plaintiffs,  which  procured  the 
sale.  The  court  refused  so  to  charge,  as  to  each  request,  and 
there  was  no  exception. 

There  are  other  exceptions  to  the  ruKngs  of  the  judge 
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during  the  progress  of  the  trial,  which,  so  far  as  important, 
are  noticed  in  the  following  opinion.  The  case  in  the  supreme 
court  is  reported  in  52  Barb.,  349. 

James  Emott  &  Abbam  Waktcman,  for  a^peUanta. 
A.  Anthony  <fe  Dennis  MoMAHON,yi>r  responderUs. 

Earl,  C. — ^It  cannot  be  questioned  that  two  or  more  per- 
sons may  become  partners  in  buying  and  selling  land.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  nature  or  essence  of  a  partnership  which 
requires  that  it  should  be  confined  to  ordinary  trade  and  com- 
merce, or  to  dealings  in  personal  property  {Story  on  Party 
sees,  82,  83 ;  CoWyer  on  Pa/rt.y  sees.  3,  51,  and  note ;  Dud- 
ley agt.  Littlefieldy  21  Maine^  418 ;  Sage  agt.  Shermam.^  2  N. 
T.y  417;  Mead  agt.  Shepa/rd^  54  Barh.^  474;  Pendle- 
ton agt.  Wamhermye^  4  Cranohj  73 ;  Thompson  agt.  Bronn- 
aon^  6  Wallace,  316  ;  JSoode  agt.  Carr,  1  Sumner,  173). 
Kent  says  a  partnership  is  a  contract  of  two  or  more  persons 
to  place  their  money,  effects,  labor  and  skill,  or  some  one  or 
all  of  them,  in  lawful  commerce  or  business,  and  to  divide 
the  profits  and  share  the  loss  in  certain  proportions ;  and  that 
it  is  not  essential  to  a  legal  partnership  that  it  be  confined  to 
commercial  business.  It  may  exist  between  attorneys,  con- 
veyancers, mechanics,  owners  of  a  line  of  stage  coaches,  arti- 
sans or  farmers,  as  well  as  between  merchants  and  bankers 
(3  Kent  Com,,  24,  28) ;  and  why  may  it  not  exist  between 
dealers  and  speculators  in  real  estate?  But  as  it  is  claimed 
that  the  partnership  in  this  case  existed  by  parol  before  the 
execution  of  the  written  agreement,  dated  November  28, 
1864,  it  is  necessary  to  inquire  whether  a  partnership  in 
reference  to  lands  can  be  formed  and  proved  by  parol.  Upon 
this  question  there  is  considerable  conflict  in  the  authorities. 
On  the  one  hand,  it  is  claimed  that  a  parol  agreement  for 
such  a  partnership  would  be  within  the  statute  of  frauds, 
which  pro\'ides  that  no  estate  or  interest  in  lands  shall  be 
ca-eated,  assigned  or  declared,  unless  by  act  or  operation  of 
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law,  or  by  a  deed  or  conveyance  in  writing,  subscribed  by 
the  party  creating,  granting,  assigning  or  declaring  the  same ; 
and  to  this  effect  is  the  case  of  Smith  agt.  JSumham  (3  Sum- 
ner,  345).  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  claimed  that  such  an 
agreement  is  not  affected  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  for  the 
reason  that  the  real  estate  is  treated  and  administered  in 
equity  as  personal  property  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  part- 
nership. A  court  of  equity,  having  full  jurisdiction  of  all 
cases  between  partners  touching  the  partnership  property,  it 
is  claimed  that  it  will  inquire  in,  take  an  account  of,  and 
administer  upon  all  the  partnership  property,  whether  it  be 
real  and  personal,  and,  in  auch  cases,  will  not  allow  one  part- 
ner to  commit  a  fraud  as  a  breach  of  trust  upon  his  copartner 
by  taking  advantage  of  the  statute  of  frauds;  and  to  this 
effect  are  the  following  authorities ;  Dale  agt.  Hamilton  (5 
Hare,  369) ;  £s8ex  agt.  Essex  (20  Bea/van,  449) ;  Bemnel  agt. 
Taintor  (4  Com.,  568).  The  full  discussion  of  the  question 
is  found  in  Dale  agt.  Hamilton;  and  the  reasoning  and 
review  of  the  cases  there  by  vice-chancellor  Wagram  are 
quite  satisfactory. 

The  general  doctrine  is  there  laid  down  that  a  partnership 
agreement  between  A.  and  B.  that  they  shall  be  jointly  inte- 
rested in  a  speculation  for  buying,  improving  for  sale,  and 
selling  lands,  may  be  proved  without  being  evidenced  by  any 
writing  signed  by,  or  by  the  authority  of,  the  party  to  be 
charged  therewith  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  such  an 
agreement  being  proved,  A.  or  B.  may  establish  his  interest  in 
land,  the  subject  of  the  partnership,  without  such  interest  being 
evidenced  by  any  such  writing.  "  I  am  inclined  to  think  this 
doctrine  to  be  founded  upon  the  best  reason  and  the  most 
authority ;  but  whether  it  is  or  not,  it  is  not  very  important 
to  decide  in  this  case."  Most  of  the  conflict  in  the  authori- 
ties has  arisen  in  controversies  about  the  title  to  the  real 
estate  after  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  or  the  death  of 
one  of  the  partners.  But  suppose  two  persons  by  parol  agree- 
ment enter  into  a  partnership  to  speculate  in  lands,  how  do 
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they  come  in  conflict  with  the  statute  of  frauds  ?  No  estate 
or  interest  in  land  has  been  granted,  assigned  or  declared. 
When  the  agreement  is  made  no  lands  are  owned  by  the 
firm,  and  neither  party  attempts  to  convey  or  assign  any  to 
the  other.  The  contract  is  a  valid  one,  and  in  pursuance  of 
this  agreement  they  go  on  and  buy,  improve  and  sell  lands. 
While  they  are  doing  this  do  they  not  act  as  partners  and 
bear  a  partnership  relation  to  each  other  ?  Within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  in  such  case  neither  conveys  or  assigns  any 
land  to  the  other,  and  hence  there  is  no  conflict  with  the  sta- 
tute. The  statute  is  not  so  broad  as  to  prevent  proof  by 
parol  of  an  interest  in  lands.  It  is  simply  aimed  at  the  crea- 
tion or  conveyance  of  an  estate  in  lands  without  a  writing. 

If  there  was  a  parol  agreement  in  this  case  before  the  writ- 
ten one,  it  was  just  like  the  one  embodied  in  the  writing, 
to  wit,  a  partnership  to  purchase,  lease  and  take  refusals  of 
land,  and  then  sell,  lease  or  work  them  for  the  joint  benefit  of 
the  parties.  This  is  not  a  controversy  about  the  title  to  any 
of  the  lands  takenor  owned  by  the  partners,  but  it  simply 
relates  to  the  conduct  of  the  defendants  while  they  were  act- 
ing as  partners,  and  in  sUch  a  case  the  statute  of  frauds  cer- 
tainly can  present  no  obstacle  to  relief. 

We  then  come  to  the  question  whether  there  was  suflScient 
proof  of  the  existence  of  this  partnership  by  parol  before  the 
28th  of  November,  1864,  and  I  cannot  doubt  that  there  was. 
Jones  distinctly  testified  that  the  partnership  between  all  the 
defendants  did  exist  as  early  as  September ;  and  that  it  was 
afterwards  put  into  writing.  Neither  Eeed  nor  Dickinson, 
in  their  testimony,  denied  this ;  and  neither  of  them  claimed 
that  they  did  not  become  partners  until  the  writing  was  exe- 
cuted. There  is  abundant  evidence  that  Reed  was  asso- 
ciated with  Jones  as  early  as  the  latter  part  of  September  or 
the  fore  part  of  October.  It  does  not  appear  how  or  by 
what  negotiation  the  members  of  the  firm  were  brought 
together  in  partnership ;  and  it  does  not  appear  through 
what  agency  Dickinson  was  induced  to  join  with  the  others. 
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As  to  him,  all  we  have  is  the  evidence  of  Jones,  above  refer- 
red to,  and  the  writing,  and  tlie  fact  that  he  subsequently, 
without  objection,  in  the  division  of  the  money  received  from 
the  plaintiffs,  allowed  his  share  of  the  sums  paid  for  the  ser- 
vices of  Higgs,  who  was  employed  to  pour  oil  upon  the  lands 
from  some  time  about  the  first  of  September. 

Hence,  we  must  take  it  as  proved  in  this  case  that  this  part- 
nership existed  as  early  as  September,  1864.  But  it  is 
claimed,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  that  all  the  rules  of 
commercial  partnerships  do  not  apply  to  a  partnership  in  real 
estate ;  they  apply  to  every  other  kind  of  partnership,  and 
why  not  to  this?  This  kind  of  partnership  is  formed,  like 
every  other,  for  the  mutual  profit  and  advantage  of  the  par- 
ties ;  and  there  is  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  governed 
by  the  same  rules.  In  all  partnerships  one  partner  is  the 
general  agent  of  all  the  parties  for  the  transaction  of  all  the 
partnership  business ;  and  I  can  perceive  no  reason  for  not 
applying  the  same  rule  of  agency  to  partnerships  in  real 
estate.  In  fact,  all  the  powers,  duties  and  rights  which 
usually  appertain  to  partnerships  must  appertain  to  partner- 
ships in  real  estate,  except  as  they  are  modified  by  the  charac- 
ter of  the  property ;  and  the  only  difference  grows  out  of  the 
rules  of  law  in  reference  to  the  conveyance  and  transmission 
of  real  estate.  One  partner  cannot  convey  the  whole  title  to 
real  estate,  unless  the  whole  title  is  vested  in  him  (  Van  Brunt 
agt.  ApplegatCy  44  iT.  JT.,  544) ;  but  he  can  enter  into  an 
executory  contract  to  convey,  which  a  court  of  equity  will 
enforce ;  while  a  contract  for  the  conveyance  of  land  must 
be  in  writing,  yet  an  agent  to  execute  the  contract  may 
be  appointed  by  parol  {WiUard  on  Heal  Estate,  376); 
and,  hence,  when  the  partnership  business  is  to  deal  in 
real  estate  one  partner  has  ample  power,  as  general  agent 
of  the  firm,  to  enter  into  an  executory  contract  for  the 
sale  of  real  estate.  I  find  no  authority  holding  that  the  rules 
of  ordinary  commercial  partnership  do  not  apply  to  partner- 
ships in  real  estate,  except  the  case  of  Pitts  agt.  Wanigh  (4 
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Mas8.^  424).  •  It  was  there  held  that  the  law  merchant  repect- 
ing  dormant  partners  did  not  extend  to  speculators  in  land. 
The  learned  judge  writing  the  opinion  did  not  cite  any 
authority  for  the  decisions  he  made,  and  his  reasons  for  the 
conclusions  which  he  reached  are  not  satisfactory. 

Dormant  partners  are  held  liable  for  the  debts  and  contracts 
of  the  firm,  because  they  are,  in  fact,  members  of  the  firm 
and  share  in  its  profits,  and  the  law  will  not  allow  them 
secretly  to  share  in  the  profits  of  the  firm,  without  taking 
their  share  of  the  risks  and  bearing  their  share  of  the  loss  as 
to  third  persons.  And  there  is  precisely  the  same  reasons  for 
holding  a  dormant  partner,  in  a  real  estate  partnerehip,  liable 
to  all  persons  dealing  with  the  firm.  In  Patterson  agt.  Brews- 
ter (4  Ed.  Ch.  jB.,  322),  the  vice-chancellor  expressed  the 
opinion  that  the  law  merchant  does  not  apply  to  partners  in 
buying  and  selling  land.  This  case  and  Pitts  agt.  Waugk  aro 
commented  on  by  judge  Mitchell  in  Bennis  agt.  Harrison 
(19  Barb^^  53),  and  are  there  shown  not  to  be  precise  authority 
for  the  doctrines  announced. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  court  committed  no  error  in 
holding  that  all  the  partners  were  liable  for  the  frauds  com- 
mitted by  either  in  the  transaction  and  prosecution  of  the 
partnership  enterprise,  for  it  is  well  settled  that  the  firm  is 
bound  for  the  fraud  committed  by  one  partner  in  the  course 
of  the  transactions  and  business  of  the  partnership,  even 
when  the  other  partners  have  not  the  slightest  connection 
with  or  knowledge  or  participation  in  the  fraud  {Story  on 
Pa/rty  sec.  108 ;  CoUyer  on  Part.^  sec.  445 ; ,  Oriswold  agt 
Eolher,  25,  N.  T.,  595). 

The  conclusion  I  have  thus  far  reached  disposes  of  most  of 
the  important  exceptions  discussed  upon  the  argument  before 
us.  It  remains  only  to  examine  a  few  exceptions  taken  to 
the  rulings  of  the  judge  at  the  trial  as  to  evidence.  The 
plaintiffs,  against  the  objection  of  the  defendants,  were  per- 
mitted to  prove  that  Jones  and  Higgs  put  oil  upon  the  land, 
both  before  the  partnership  was  formed  and  after  the  lands 
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were  transferred  to  the  plaintiffs.  In  this  there  was  no  error. 
The  evidence  all  tended  to  reflect  light  upon  the  fraud  com- 
plained of,  and  was  competent  for  that  purpose. 

The  evidence  of  what  Jones  and  Keed  did  before  the  part- 
nership was  formed  and  after  the  transfer,  was  at  least  com- 
petent against  them.  It  was  also  competent  to  show  that  oil 
was  placed  upon  the  land  at  any  time,  upon  the  question 
whether  these  were  oil-producing  lands,  as  represented.  The 
court  instructed  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  coidd  not  recover 
for  any  representations  made  or  acts  of  fraud  committed  before 
the  partnership  was  formed  or  after  the  sale  was  made.  The 
evidence,  as  limited  by  this  instruction,  was  properly  left  for 
the  consideration  of  the  jury.  Higgs  testified  that  in  Janu- 
ary, 1865,  Jones  met  him  at  the  house  of  a  Mr.  Thorn,  and 
arranged  with  him  that  he  should  say  no  to  everything  he 
should  ask  him  in  the  presence  of  Thorn,  and  that  Jones,  on 
that  occasion,  put  two  ten  dollar  bills  into  his  pocket,  which 
he  afterward  showed  to  Thorn.  Thorn  was  afterward  called 
and  testified  that  Jones  and  Higgs  met  at  his  house  on  the 
occasion  spoken  of,  and  that  after  an  intervieyir  between  them, 
Jones  first  calling  the  attention  of  Thorn  to  what  he  was  about 
to  say,  asked  Higgs  if  he  had  been  making  known  to  the  pub; 
lie  that  he  had  been  throwing  oil  upon  the  lands,  and  that 
Higgs  denied  that  he  had ;  that  Jones  and  Higgs  then  went 
out  of  the  house,  and  in  two  or  three  minutes  Higgs  returned 
and  took  out  of  his  pocket  two  ten  dollar  bills  and  showed 
them  to  him.  This  last  evidence,  the  showing  of  the  bills, 
wag  objected  to  by  the  defendants.  1  can  see  no  objection  to 
the  evidence.  It  was  competent  against  Jones.  It  showed 
that  he  was  trying  to  make  evidence  to  cover  up  his  frauds, 
and  it  was  also  competent  as  going  to  show  payment  by 
Jones  for  the  services  of  Higgs  in  and  about  the  fraud  com- 
plained of  or  for  his  lying  about  it. 

It  was  not  a  declaration  of  Higgs,  but  right  after  the  inter- 
view he  showed  the  money  which  he  testified  was  given  to 
him  by  Jones. 

VoT.  XLV  43 
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It  thus  had  a  tendency  to  confirm  hiB  evidence,  which  was 
competent  agamst  Jones,  and  it  was  so  near  the  time  of  the 
payment  of  the  money  to  him  by  Jones,  and  the  interview 
between  him  and  Jones,  that  it  may  fairly  be  treated  as  a 
circumstance  connected  with  and  part  of  the  transactioa.  On 
the  trial  Higgs  testified  that  some  of  the  oil  which  was  placed 
upon  the  lands  nvas  brought  to  his  house  in  tin  cans,  and  Jones 
in  his  evidence  denied  all  knowledge  of  and  coimection  with 
these  cans. 

On  his  cross-examination  Jones  was  asked  the  following 
question :  "  Didn't  you  on  the  nineteenth  day  of  November, 
1866,  before  'Squire  Phillips,  of  the  town  of  Fishkill,  testily 
that  there  was  stolen  from  the  barn  of  John  W.  Jones,  at 
Fishkill  Landing,  in  said  town,  one  five-gallon  tin  can  and 
one  one-gallou  tin  can?"  He  answered,  he  did.  He  was 
then  asked,  ^'  Did  you  testify  or  swear  to  these  facts  in  an 
afiidavit  ?"  Defendants'  counsel  then  objected  to  the  inquiry 
as  to  what  the  witness  swore  to  in  an  affidavit,  and  insisted 
that  plainti£&'  counsel  should  produce  the  affidavit  itaelf  and 
show  it  to  the  witness.  Plaintiffs'  counsel  thereupon  pro- 
duced the  affidavit  and  showed  it  to  the  witness,  who  stated, 
'^  this  is  the  affidavit  I  made,"  and  offered  and  was  about  to 
read  the  same  in  evidence.  Defendants'  counsel  then  objected 
to  the  affidavit  as  irrelevant  and  immaterial,  and  the  court 
said,  "  put  your  question."  Defendant's  counsel  said,  "  we 
except."  The  question  was  then  put  and  the  witness  answered,* 
"  I  did."  The  exception  thus  taken  is  not  relied  on.  It  is 
not  well  founded.  The  ground  of  the  defendants'  objection 
was  that  the  affidavit  should  be  produced  and  shown  to  the 
witness  before  he  should  answer  the  question.  This  was 
done,  and  after  defendants'  counsel  objected  to  the  reading  of 
the  affidavit,  the  court  allowed  the  witness  to  answer  that 
he  did  state  the  facts  in  the  affidavit.  All  seems  to  have 
been  done  that  was  required  by  defendants'  counsel,  and  they 
should  not  now  be  permitted  to  claim  that  the  affidavit  should 
have  been  put  in  evidence.     When  he  objected  to  the  cvi- 
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dence  the  counsel  did  not  claim  that  the  affidavit  should  be 
put  in  evidence  to  show  the  facts  contained  in  it,  but  his 
claim  was  that  it  should  be  produced  and  shown  to  the  wit- 
ness, and  then  he  objected  to  the  reading  of  the  affidavit. 

The  court  had  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  exception 
finally  takeri  was  upon  the  ground  that  the  witness  was  per- 
mitted to  state  what  the  affidavit  contained,  and  that  the  affi- 
davit itself  was  not  read.  This  exception  should  not,  there- 
fore, be  permitted  to  prevail. 

I  have  thus  examined  all  the  allegations  of  error  which  I 
deem  of  sufficient  importance  to  require  consideration,  and 
I  reach  the  conclusion  that  the  judgment  should  be  alfirmed, 
with  costs. 

Eabl,  C,  reads  lor  affirmance. 

All  concur,  except  Gbay,  C,  for  reversal ;  Lorr,  Ch.  0., 
not  sitting. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

Ohbistian    Cook,    appellant,    agt.    Nathan    Soxtlb  et  al., 

respondents. 

A  tenami  may  set  up,  by  way  of  counter-claim,  in  an  action  by  his  landlord 
against  him  to  recover  rent,  damages  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  the 
neglect  and  refhsal  of  the  landlord  to  perform  and  fUlfill  his  agreement 
to  keep  the  premises  in  repair. 

The  tenant  may  also  elect  to  make  the  necessary  repairs  on  the  demised 
premises,  and  recover  of  the  landlord  the  expenses  thereof. 

Where  the  tenant  makes  partial  repairs  he  is  not  confined  in  his  recovery 
to  the  expense  thereof  exclusively,  but  may  recover  for  other  damages 
sustained  before  and  after  Such  partial  repairs. 

As  a  measure  of  damages  the  tenant  is  entitled  to  prove  the  difference 
between  the  value  of  the  premises  as  they  actually  were,  and  as  they 
would  have  been,  if  kept  in  repau*  by  the  landlord  according  to  his  agree- 
ment Such  an  agreement  is  in  the  nature  of  a  warranty,  and  the 
principle  appticable  to  damages  on  a  warranty  apply  to  it. 

The  tenant  is  not  entitled  to  recover  damages,  to  his  property  and  also  the 
difference  in  the  value  of  the  premises,  both,  but  may  elect  either  rule. 

A  party  entitled  to  damages,  where  different  rules  for  measuring  damages 
exist,  may  give  evidence  tending  to  establish  the  amount  according  to 
either  rule,  leaving  the  jury,  under  proper  instructions,  to  select  that 
which  is  most  Just  and  reasonable. 

Fourth  Depari/ment — Argued  at  April  Terrriy  Rochester  ; 
decided  Jwne  Term^  Buffalo^  1873. 

Present — ^Mullin,  P.  e/".,  Taloott  a/nd  E.  Darwin  Smith, 
JJ. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  for  the  defendants  rendered  on 
verdict  in  the  Onondaga  county  court,  and  from  an  order 
denying  a  new  trial  in  that  court. 

Ieving  G.  Vann,  ybr  appellant. 
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This  action  was  brought  in  the  connty  court  of  Onondaga 
county  to  recover  $105,  being  a  balance  due  plaintiff  from 
defendants  for  rent.  The  defendants  plead  a  general  denial 
and  also  a  counter-claim  for  damages  for  a  violation  of  an 
alleged  agreement  to  repair,  and  for  work  done  and  money 
paid  by  them  in  making  the  repairs  which  they  claimed  the 
plaintiff  should  have  made. 

The  testimony  was  conflicting  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff 
ever  agreed  to  keep  the  premises  in  question  in  repair  or 
not.  The  plaintiff  swore  that  he  never  made  any  such  agree- 
ment, and  that,  in  fact,  he  never  leased  said  premises  to  the 
defendants  at  all.  It  was  shown  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
11th  day  of  August,  1864,  leased  said  premises  to  Samuel 
Eooney  for  five  years  from  the  1st  day  of  May,  1865,  and 
that  the  defendant,  Nathan  Soule,  was  in  possession  as 
assignee  under  said  lease  when  the  same  expired  May  1st, 
1870. 

At  this  time  the  plaintiff  had  already  leased  the  premises  to 
another  person,  but  Soule  claimed  that  he  had  rented  them 
of  plaintiff  for  one  year  longer  by  a  verbal  lease,  and  he 
refused  to  give  up  possession.  The  plaintiff,  who  claimed 
that  he  had  not  leased  the  premises  to  Soule,  thereupon  insti- 
tuted summary  proceedings  to  recover  possession,  and  the 
matter  was  tried  on  the  7th  of  May,  1870,  before  judge 
Reigbl,  who  decided  in  favor  of  Soule. 

Soule  and  his  partners  occupied  the  premises  under  this 
verbal  lease  thus  forced  upon  the  plaintiff  for  the  year  com- 
mencing May  1st,  1870,  and  ending  May  1st,  1871.  The 
rent,  which  was  at  the  rate  of  $500  per  year,  payable  quar- 
terly, was  all  paid,  except  for  the  last  quarter,  and  twenty 
dollars  was  credited  upon  this  by  way  of  a  shed  sold  plaintiff 
by  defendants.  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  bal- 
ance due  for  the  last  quarter's  rent,  amounting  to  $105. 

The  plaintiff,  in  order  to  make  out  his  cause  of  action, 
introduced  the  evidence  of  Soule,  as  given  by  him  in  the 
proceeding  to  recover  possession  before  judge  Reigel.    Upon 
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that  occasion  Soule  undertook  to  state  the  conversation 
between  plaintiff  and  himself  at  the  time  that  the  bargain  lor 
the  new  lease  was  made ;  and  although  he  was  asked  to  give 
the  whole  conversation,  he  said  nothing  about  any  agreement 
to  put  or  to  keep  the  premises  in  repair.  Upon  this  trial, 
however^  Soule  swore  that  in  the  same  oonv^sation  above 
referred  to  the  plaintiff  agreed  '^to  put  the  buildings  in  good 
repair  and  keep  them  so."  * 

This  action  was  at  first  brought  in  justice's  court,  but 
after  a  partial  trial  was  discontinued.  Upon  that  trial  Soule 
claimed  to  state  this  same  conversation,  and  he  then  said  that 
the  plaintiff  agreed  to  '^  put  the  premises  in  suitable  shape." 
The  plaintiff  denied  all  this,  and  no  other  witness  was  sworn 
as  to  the  original  bargain,  although  the  defendants  had  a  wit- 
ness (Orcutt)  in  attendance  at  the  trial,  who  had  been  sworn 
for  Soule  in  the  proceeding  before  Beioel,  and  who  was 
present  at  the  time  that  the  bargain  was  claimed  to  have  been 
made. 

The  defendants  swore  several  witnesses,  whose  evidence 
tended  to  show  that  the  premises  were  out  of  repair  and  that  * 
the  water  leaked  through  the  roof  on  the  wagons,  &c.  They 
were  allowed  to  show,  under  objection,  the  condition  of  the 
premises  at  all  times  during  the  continuance  of  the  alleged 
lease,  both  before  and  after  the  commencement  of  the  last 
quarter,  for  which  alone  the  rent  was  unpaid.  The  defend- 
ants repaired  the  premises  and  sent  a  bill  to  plaintiff  for  the 
expense  of  the  repairs. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  the  measure  of  damages 
was  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  premises  as  they 
were  and  as  they  would  have  been  had  they  been  kept  in 
i^epair. 

Also,  that  if  the  jury  found  the  damages  were  greater  than 
the  rent  due,  that  they  should  find  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
defendants  for  the  excess. 

When  a  tenant  seeks  to  recover  damages  of  his  landlord 
for  a  breach  of  covenant  to  repair,  and  such  breach  is  shown 
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to  have  been  in  part  an  omission  to  mend  a  leaky  roof  on  a 
livery  stable,  it  is  error  for  the  court  to  allow  evidence  to  be 
given  as  to  what  property  was  injured  in  consequence  of  leak- 
age from  the  roof,  or  as  to  the  effect  of  the  water  leaking  down 
upon  such  property,  or  that  such  property  was  of  much  less 
value  on  account  of  the  leakage,  or  that  because  of  the  leak- 
age there  were  times  when  the  tenant  could  not  use  such 
"property. 

If  the  right  measure  of  damages  was  as  charged  by  the 
court,  viz.,  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  promises 
as  they  were  and  as  they  would  have  been  had  they  been 
kept  in  repair,  then  all  this  evidence  was  improper. 

Such  damages  were  not  the  nat/wral  a/nd  proximate  conse' 
quenoe  of  the  act  complained  of  (Oreenleaf'^B  Eo.y  vol.  2,  § 
256,  and  oases  cited). 

It  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  such  damages  entered 
into  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
tract {Sedgwick  on  Meas.  of  Dam.y  67,  and  cases  cited). 

Such  effects  were  too  remote  to  be  taken  into  account  in 
'  extenuating  the  damages. 

The  evidence  was  calculated  to,  and  obviously  did  mislead 
the  jury,  for  their  verdict  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  esti- 
mate of  any  witness  as  to  the  value  of  the  premises  as  they 
were  and  as  they  would  have  been  in  a  state  of  repair  (See 
Ward^  <6g.^  agt  Kdsey^  42  Barb.^  582). 

All  of  this  evidence  should  have  been  excluded  upon  each 
of  the  numerous  grounds  stated  in  the  various  objections. 

It  was  also  error  for  the  court  to  allow  evidence  to  be 
given  as  to  the  injury  to  the  horses,  and  as  to  what  was  done 
with  the  horses  when  they  could  not  be  kept  in  the  barn, 
and  that  it  was  unsafe  to  keep  the  horses  in  the  stalls.  This 
is  too  obvious  to  require  any  argument. 

The  defendants  in  this  action  having  elected  to  repair  the 

premises  in  question,  the  measure  of  damages  was  the  actual 

cost  of  the  repairs,  with  interest  to  the  date  of  the  recovery 

^{PoTwvn  agt.  Potter^  5  Den.^  306 ;  BUmchard  agt.  Ely^  21 
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Wend.j  342 ;  Briggs  agt.  Dwigkty  17  id.^  71 ;  McClea/ry  agt. 
£dward8j  27  Ba/rb.y  23a ;  Thompson  agt  Shatwick^  2  TFi^J., 
615;\ffw/'^/'flJagt.  Bahcock^  17  -4.JJ.,  421;  McGlowry  agt. 
Oroghany  31  Penn.  Stat,  22). 

In  all  cases  of  breach  of  such  contracts  as  the  one  in  this 
case,  if  the  party  injured  can  protect  himself  from  damages  at 
a  trifling  expense  or  by  any  reasonable  exertions,  he  is  bound 
to  do  so,  and  he  can  charge  the  delinquent  party  only  for 
such  damages  as  by  reasonable  endeavors  he  could  not  pre- 
vent {Miller  agt.  Mariner^ 8  Churchy  7  Chreen.^  57 ;  Laker 
agt.  Damorty  17  Pichy  284). 

The  common  law  throws  the  burden  of  repairs  as  much  as 
possible  upon  the  tenant.  Enjoying  the  benefits,  he  should 
bear  the  inconveniences.  It  would  be  unjust  that  the  expense 
of  accumulated  damages  should  fall  upon  the  landlord  when 
a  small  outlay  on  the  part  of  the  tenant  would  have  pre- 
vented any  such  expense  being  necessary  {Taylor*s  Landlord 
and  Tencmty  §  327). 

It  appears  by  undisputed  evidence  that  the  defendants  in 
this  action  repaired  all  the  bastions  of  the  building  complained 
of;  that  they  sent  a  bill  to  plaintiff  therefor,  which  bill  largely 
exceeded  the  entire  cost  of  a  new  roof. 

It  further  appeared  that  the  roof,  which  was  the  chief  cause 
of  complaint,  leaked  on  but  one  side ;  but  no  one  seems  to 
have  ever  seen  a  leak  in  the  roof  or  to  be  able  to  tell  in  how 
many  places  it  leaked.  A  slight  expense  would  have  fixed 
it,  and  Soule,  who  swore  that  the  premises  were  worth  but 
little  as  they  were,  was  very  anxious  to  renew  the  lease,  and 
got  third  parties  to  try  and  persuade  the  plaintiff  to  let  him 
have  the  stable  again.  The  rent  seems  to  have  been  paid 
regularly,  without  any  complaint,  until  after  the  defendants 
ascertained  that  they  could  not  have  the  premises  any  longer. 

No  damages  can  be  recovered  for  that  part  of  the  year  for 
which  the  rent  was  paid  without  objection  and  without 
complaint. 

When  a  party  to  an  action,  whose  memory  is  not  good,  has 
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stated  tinder  oath  the  conversation  in  which  he  claims  a  con- 
tract was  made^  in  stating  that  conversation  for  the  third  time 
varies  it  so  materially  as  to  change  its  nature  and  extend  its 
effect  in  an  important  particular,  to  his  own  advantage,  a 
jury  will  not  T)e  justified  in  finding  a  fact  based  wholly  upon 
such  evidence. 

The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed 
smd  a  new  trial  granted,  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

I.  D.  Garfield,  ybr  respondents. 

This  action  was  commenced  in  the  county  court  of  Onon- 
daga county. 

The  complaint  claimed  judgment  for  $105,  balance  of 
rent,  alleged  to  be  due  plaintiff  by  defendant. 

The  answer  was : 

J^rst.  A  general  denial. 

Second.  An  allegation  that  the  defendant  Soule  and  one 
Milliman  leased  the  premises  of  plaintiff  for  the  term  of  one 
year  from  May  1, 1870,  for  the  sum  of  $600,  upon  the  ftirther 
agreement  that  plaintiff  should  put  and  keep  said  premises 
in  good  repair ;  that  before  May  1,  1870,  Milliman  assigned 
his  interest  in  said  lease  to  one  Brewster,  who  entered  upon 
the  enjoyment  of  said  term  with  said  Soule ;  that  thereafter 
and  about  July,  1870,  said  Brewster  assigned  his  interest  in 
the  lease  to  one  Hayden,  who  entered  into  possession  with 
said  Soule,  and  afterward  assigned  his  interest  to  Bishop,  the 
other  defendant. 

The  answer  then  avers  a  breach  of  the  agreement  to 
repair,  and  claims  damage  on  account  thereof,  by  way  of 
counter-claim. 

Third.  The  answer  also  alleges  a  set-off. 

FovHh.  The  answer  alleges  an  assignment  by  all  the  assign- 
i^rs  of  the  lease  to  the  defendants  of  the  damages  sustained  by 
them  on  account  of  the  failure  to  repair. 

Vol.  XLV.  44 
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The  contract  as  set  forth  in  the  answer  was  proved  upon 
the  trial. 

The  defendants  also  proved  that  the  buildings  were  out  of 
repair  at  the  commencement  of  the  lease,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff refused  to  repair  them. 

The  defendants  proved  that  the  premises,  in  the  condition 
they  were  in,  were  worth  only  $200  per  year,  while  if  they 
had  been  put  and  kept  in  good  repair  they  would  have  been 
worth  $500  per  year. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendants  for 
$90.60. 

From  the  judgment  entered  on  the  verdict  the  plaintiff 
appealed  to  this  court. 

I.  The  court  properly  charged  the  jury,  that  if  they  found 
the  contract  to  repair  was  made,  as  alleged  by  defendants,  and 
that  plaintiff  failed  to  perform  it,  then  the  defendants  were 
entitled  to  damages,  to  the  difference  between  the  value  of 
the  premises  as  they  were  and  as  they  would  have  been  had 
they  been  kept  in  repair  {Berrien  agt.  Olmsteadj  4  JK  D. 
Smithy  279 ;  Myers  agt.  Bums^  33  Barb.,  401 ;  Beach  agt 
Ormuy  2  C4wi.,  86 ;  Myers  agt.  BumSy  35  If.  T.,  269,  Jff.  y., 
33  Barh.j  401 ;  MiUs  agt  Thug  Chia/rdia/ns  of  the  Poor^  and 
the  Zaw  BeportSy  part  2,  of  Februay  1,  1878^  page  61). 

The  tenant  has  his  option  to  make  the  repairs  himself  and 
recover  from  his  landlord  the  expense  incurred,  or  he  may 
omit  to  make  the  repairs  himself,  and  seek  his  remedy  by  an 
action  kr  the  damages. 

In  this  case  the  landlord  promised  from  time  to  time  to 
iQake  the  repairs,  and  the  tenants  had  the  right  to  rely  upon 
his  promise. 

Cook,  the  plaintiff,  testifies  that  he  made  the  repairs,  and  if 
they  were  made  negligently,  then  the  rule  is  beyond  question 
that  the  landlord  is  liable  to  damages,  according  to  the  actual 
loss  to  the  tenant. 

II.  The  damages  sustained  by  the  tenant  are  a  proper  sub- 
ject for  counter-claim  in  an  action  by  the  landlord  for  the  rent, 
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when  guch  damages  arise  from  a  breach  of  the  landlord's  cov- 
enant or  agreement  to  repair  {Waterman  on  Set-off^  592; 
Myers  agt,  Brown^  33  Barb.y  401 ;  Ayere  agf.  O^Fa/rrdl^  4 
Boh.,  668). 

The  term  connter-daim  includes  recoupment  and  set-off, 
and  something  more ;  it  embraces  all  sorts  of  claims  which 
the  defendants  may  have  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  nature  of 
a  cross-action  or  demand  {Watemum  on  Set-off ,  <&c.y  308, 
611). 

III.  The  plaintiff  excepted  to  that  portion  of  the  charge  in 
which  the 'court  charged  the  jury  that  if  the  defendants'  dam- 
ages exceeded  the  amount  due  the  plaintiff  then  the  defend- 
ants were  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the  difference. 

This  exception  was  not  well  taken  {Davidson  agt.  Beming- 
ion,  12  Hbw.y  310 ;  Ogden  agt.  Coddington,  2  E.  D.  /Smithy 
317 ;  Boston  SUk  and  Woolen  Mills  agt.  MM,  6  Ahh.,  If. 
S.  B.y  399 ;  37  Row.,  299). 

IV.  The  exceptions  were  not  well  taken. 

There  was  no  greater  obligation  restmg  upon  the  defend- 
ants to  call  Orcott  than  there  was  upon  the  plaintiff. 

V.  1.  The  exception  taken  by  plaintiff  was  not  well  taken 
if  the  rule  of  damages  adopted  was  correct. 

2.  The  evidence,  which  was  given  under  objection,  was 
eompetent  to  show  the  bam  out  of  repair. 

3.  The  other  exceptions  are  to  the  same  class  of  evidence, 
and  afford  no  cause  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

The  judgment  should  be  afiirmed. 

By  the  Cowrty  Talcott,  e/l — This  action  was  commenced 
to  recover  rent,  claimed  to  be  due  from  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  rent  of  a  certain  building  occupied  as  a  livery 
stable.  The  defendants  set  up,  by  way  of  counter-claim, 
damages,  sustained  by  them  by  reason  of  the  neglect  and 
refusaJ  of  the  plaintiff  to  perform  and  fulfill  that  part  of  the 
agreement  which  bound  him  to  keep  the  premises  in  good 
and  sufficient  repair  during  the  term.     That  this  may  be 
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done  is  settled  by  the  ease  of  Myers  agt.  Burns  (33  JBarh.j 
401),  aflBirmed  in  the  court  of  appeals  (35  N.  Z".,  269). 

The  same  case  also  shows  that  the  tenant^  in  such  a  case, 
may  elect  to  make  the  necessary  repairs  and  recover  of  the 
lessor  the  expense  thereof,  or  may  recover  of  the  lessor  the 
damages  sustained  in  consequence  of  the  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment to  repair.  In  this  case  the  tenants  made  some  partial 
reparations ;  and  they  also  gave  evidence,  against  objections, 
as  to  the  damages  sustained  by  their  property  on  the  premises 
in  consequence  of  the  breaking  down  of  the  floor  from  the 
rottenness  of  the  joists,  and  also  from  leakage.  The  plaintiff 
amongst  other  things,  claims  that,  having  neglected  to  make 
the  repairs,  the  defendants  should  be  confined,  in  their  reco- 
very, to  the  expense  incurred  thereby.  Of  course,  this  can 
only  apply  to  the  particular  repairs  made  by  the  tenants,  and 
cannot  debar  them  from  recovering  for  the  damages  sustained 
before  the  repairs  were  made,  or  for  damages  sustained  by 
other  defects  not  embraced  by  the  repairs  which  they  saw  fit 
to  make.  The  plaintiff  made  numerous  objections  to  the 
evidence  tending  to  prove  the  damages  sustained ;  many  of 
which  objections  were  overruled.  The  only  reason  now 
offered  to  show  that  the  objections  were  well  taken  is  that 
the  damages  were  too  remote.  The  evidence  tended  to  show 
the,  injury  to  the  property  of  the  tenants,  which,  it  was  con- 
templated by  the  parties,  would  be  necessarily  and  properly 
kept  in  the  building  in  the  prosecution  of  their  business,  by 
reason  of  the  leakage  of  the  roof,  and  the  expense  of  tempo- 
rarily having  some  horses  stabled  at  another  place  in  conse- 
quence of  the  untenantable  condition  of  the  premises. 

We  do  not  think  such  damages  are  too  remote.  That  the 
property  of  the  tenants  of  the  particular  description  disclosed 
by  the  evidence  was  to  be  kept  in  the  building,  that  it  was 
essential  that  it  should  be  secured  from  the  elements,  and 
that  the  keeping  of  the  premises  in  proper  repair  as  against 
the  elements,  and  as  against  the  falling  of  the  floors  by  decay, 
must  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties. 
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The  damages  claimed  are  not  so  remote  as  those  allowed  in 
the  case  of  Myers  agt.  Bv/ma  (8%ypr(i)y  where  the  tenants 
were  allowed  to  recover,  by  way  of  counter-claim,  the  amonnt 
which  they  would  have  been  able  to  realize  from  the  renting 
of  rooms  in  a  hotel,  which  rooms  were  untenantable  by  reason 
of  leaky  flues.  We  think  the  evidence  was  admissible  to  go 
to  the  jury ;  they  to  determine  whether  the  damage  was  the 
natural  result  of  the  neglect  to  repair..  The  defendants  were 
allowed  to  prove  the  value  of  the  use  of  the  premises  if  kept 
in  repair  according  to  the  agreement,  and  such  value  in  the 
condition  in  which  they  were  actually  sufiered  to  remain ; 
and  the  county  judge  charged  the  jury, "  among  other  things,'* 
that,  ^^  if  the  agreement  was  made,  and  the  plaintifi:'  failed  to 
keep  it,  the  defendants  were  entitled,  as  damages  therefor,  to 
the  diflerence  between  the  value  of  the  premises  as  they  were, 
and  as  they  would  have  been  if  kept  in  repair." 

We  can  see  no  reason  why  another  measure  of  damages, 
besides  those  specified  in  the  case  of  Myers  agt.  Bwms^ 
namely,  the  diflerence  between  the  value  of  the  use  of  the 
premises  in  the  condition  in  which  they  actually  were  and 
that  in  which  they  were  agreed  to  be  kept  may  not  also  be 
proper. 

It  is  very  similar  to  the  question  presented  on  a  warranty, 
where  it  is  settled  that  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  difler- 
ence between  the  property  as  it  actually  was  and  as  it  was 
warranted  to  be.  The  agreement  to  keep  the  premises  in 
good  repair  is  in  the-  nature  of  a  warranty  that  they  shall  be 
so  kept.  Of  course,  the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to 
recover  the  damages  to  their  property  and  also  the  difference 
in  the  value  of  the  premises ;  and  it  is  to  be  presumed  the 
jury  was  properly  instructed  on  this  point,  and  was  told 
that  tiiey  might  take  either  rule  as  the  measure  of  the  dam; 
ages,  but  could  not  allow  both.  We  do  not  see  why  a  party, 
entitled  to  damages,  where  different  rules  for  measuring  the 
.  damages  exist,  may  not  give  evidence  tending  to  establish 
the  amount  according  to  either  rule,  leaving  the  jury,  under 
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proper  inBtructioDS,  to  select  that  which  is  most  jiist  and  rea- 
sonable in  the  particular  ease.  Such  instructions,  we  must 
presume,  were  given  in  this  case. 

We  must  all  assume  that  all  the  disputed  questions  of  fact 
were  properly  disposed  of  by  the  jury  under  proper  instruc- 
tions ;  and  we  discover  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  judgment 
upon  any  of  the  grounds  to  which  our  attention  has  been 
called  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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SUPKEME  COURT. 

Alpheus  F.  Shtth  agt,  Lewis  A.  Osbobn. 

1.  In  an  action,  in  its  scope  and  essence  of  an  eqiiity  character,  issues  were 
joined  and  the  cause  noticed  and  put  on  the  Jury  calendar  for  trial  On 
its  being  called  on,  no  objections  were  vmde  to  the  fiict  that  it  should  be 
tried  by  the  court  alone,  but  the  parties  went  on  to  trial  before  the  court 
and  jury.  At  the  close  of  the  case  ten  distinct  questions  of  &ct  were 
submitted  to  the  jury  to  be  passed  upon  by  them  ;  and  the  case,  after 
summing  up  of  counsel,  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  under  the  charge  of 
the  judge,  to  find  on  these  specifie  questions  of  fact.  The  jury  found 
specifically  on  these  questions  of  fact.  On  a  motion  for  judgment  on 
the  special  verdict  it  was  held  that  an  objection  made  by  the  defendant, 
that  there  had  been  no  proper  trial  and  that  the  trial  at  the  circidt  was 
unauthorized,  came  too  late. 

9.  The  submission,  without  objection  of  those  distinct  questions  of  fact,  to 
the  jury,  to  be  passed  upon  by  them,  was  a  consent  to  that  form  of  trial 
and  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  a  different  form  of  trial. 

8.  Where,  pending  a  trial  before  a  court  and  jury,  the  father  of  one  of  the 
attorneys  and  counsel  of  the  defendant  died,  so  that  his  client  was 
deprived  of  the  services  of  his  said  counsel,  who  went  to  the  funeral  of 
his  father,  the  other  counsel  remaining,  and  no  suggestion  of  the  &ct 
being  made  to  the  court  trying  the  cause  at  the  time,  it  was  held  not  to 
be  ground  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  surprise. 

4.  So,  also,  the  &ct  that  the  remaining  counsel  was  laboring  under  a 
nervous  affection,  and  was  at  the  time  under  medical  treatment  so  that 
he  did  not  properly  listen  to  the  suggestions  of  the  defendant  nor  efficiently 
conduct  his  defense,  will  not  be  cause  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of 
surprise ;  the  defendant  having  been  present  at  the  trial  and  having  had 
there  full  opportunity  on  the  stand,  having  been  examined  as  a  witness 
hi  his  own  behalf,  to  make  all  available  explanations  about  the  matters 
concerning  which  he  supposed  his  counsel  did  not  have  adequate 
knowledge. 

5.  Suggestions  of  the  above  nature,  not  made  at  the  trial  but  first  heard 
after  an  adverse  finding  of  the  jury,  do  not  come  with  unabated  force. 
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Special  Termy  New  York^  December ^  1872. 

Before  Hon.  E.  L.  Fanoheb,  Justice. 

This  case  came  up  on  a  motion  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
for  judgment  on  a  special  verdict.  The  facts  are  fully  detailed 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

'Dennis  MoMahon  &  W.  H.  Williams,  for  the  plaintiffs 

in  support  of  the  motion. 
0.   H.  Whinfield  &  Ghables  Leeds,  for  defendants 

opposed. 

Fanoher,  J. — This' is  tfd  application  for  judgment  upon  a 
special  verdict.  The  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendant 
had,  by  false  and  fraudulent  representations,  procured  from 
the  plaintiff  his  three  promissory  notes  for  $1,000  each. 

The  false  representations  consisted  in  certain  statements 
made  by  the  defendant  as  to  the  value  of  certain  hotel  jstock, 
which  he  induced  the  plaintiff  to  accept  as  security  for  the 
notes,  relying  upon  the  supposed  truth  of  the  representations. 
Two  of  the  notes  were  negotiated  by  the  defendant,  and  the 
prayer  of  the  complaint  was  that  the  defendant  should  be 
adjudged  to  deliver  up  the  unnegotiated  note,  and  should  pay 
to  the  plaintiff  the  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  the 
two  notes  negotiated. 

The  defendant  answered.  Instead  of  bringing  on  the  trial 
of  the  issue  of  fact  at  the  special  term,  it  was  brought  on  at 
the  circuit,  where  the  cause  was  called  on  the  circuit  calendar, 
when  counsel  for  both  parties  appeared. 

There  is  some  dispute  as  to  what  occurred  at  the  circuit  in 
reference  to  the  trial  of  the  issue ;  but  it  clearly  appears  that  ten 
questions  were  drawn  up  in  writing,  to  be  submitted  to  the 
jury,  and  thereupon  the  counsel  for  both  parties  examined  and 
cross-examined  witnesses  and  summed  up  before  the  jury. 

After  a  charge  of  the  judge,  the  jury  retired  for  delibera- 
tion, and  afterward  returned  into  court,  and  rendered  their 
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special  verdict  by  answers  to  the  ten  questions  submitted  to 
them. 

The  questions  and  special  verdict  are  as  follows : 

(1.)  Did  the  plaintiff,  in  March,  1869,  as  averred  in  the 
complaint,  loan  to  the  defendant  his  three  promissory  notes, 
one  dated  March  12,  for  $1,000,  at  three  months;  March  16, 
for  $1,000,  at  three  months ;  March  18,  for  $1,000,  at  three 
months  ?     Yes. 

(2.)  Did  the  plaintiff,  as  averred  in  the  complaint,  exchange 
one  of  .said  $1,000  promissory  notes  by  giving  two  of  $600 
each  therefor  ?     Yes. 

(3.)  Did  the  plaintiff,  as  averred  in  the  answer,  give  the 
said  three  notes  to  the  defendant  in  payment  of  thirty-seven 
and  a  half  shares  of  stock,  twenty-five  shares  on  account  of 
Culver  and  twelve  and  a  half  shares  on  his  own  account  ?    iTo. 

(4.)  In  case  the  jury  find  in  favor  of  the  loan  of  the  notes, 
was  such  loan  procured  by  the  defendant  from  the  plaintiff 
by  means  of  the  representations  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  or 
any  of  them  i     Yes. 

(5.)  Were  such  representations,  at  the  time  they  wefe  made 
by  the  defendant,  true  or  false?     They  were  false. 

(6.)  Were  they  known  by  the  said  defendant,  at  the  time 
he  made  them,  to  be  so  untrue  ?     Yes. 

(7.)  Did  the  plaintiff  make  the  loan  relying  upon  the  truth 
of  those  representations  ?     Yes. 

(8.)  Did  the  plaintiff,  before  the  suit,  demand  back  his  said 
notes  and  offer  to  return  the  stock  ?     Yes.  ^ 

(9.)  What  damage  has  the  plaintiff  sustained  by  such  repre- 
sentations, if  so  found  to  be  untrue  ?    $2,247.26. 

(10.)  Had  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  possession  of  one  of  the  $1,000  notes  now  in  suit? 
Yes. 

All  the  material  questions*  raised  by  the  pleadings  were 
thus  determined. 

It  is  apparent,  from  the  perusal  of  the  special  verdict,  that 
all  the  materia  questions  of  fact  at  issue  in  the  action  were 
Vol.  XLV  46 
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tried  before  the  court  arid  jury  at  the  circuit,  and  that  they 
were  deliberately  determined. 

The  plaintiff  now  applies  to  the  special  term  for  judgment 
according  to  the  special  verdict,  and  the  defendant,  by  his 
counsel,  opposes  the  application  on  the  ground  that  there  has 
been  no  proper  trial,  and  that  the  trial  at  the  circuit  was  unau- 
thorized. 

I  think  the  objection  of  the  defendant  comes  too  late  {Buck- 
lin  agt.  Chajnriy  53  Ba/rb,^  488).  Had  he  insisted  upon  such 
an  objection  at  the  circuit,  probably  the  judge  would  have 
remanded  the  cause  to  the  special  term,  or  deferred  the  trial 
of  it  until  an  order  had  been  entered  by  which  the  proper 
issues  were  framed. 

But,  it  seems,  that  both  parties  acquiesced  in  the  summary 
and  informal  manner  of  proposing  the  proper  issues  by  ques- 
tions in  writing,  to  be  submitted  on  the  evidence  to  the  jury ; 
and  that  the  counsel  for  both  parties  entered  voluntarily  upon 
the  trial  upon  such  questions.  Clearly,  this  was  a  consent  to 
that  form  of  trial,  and  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  a  different 
form  of  trial  {Dayharsh  agt.  Eiios^  5  N.  JT.,  531 ;  Greason 
agt.  Keteltas^  17  id.^  498 ;  Moffat  agt.  Moffat^  10  Boaw.^^QS). 

The  questions  which  were  submitted  to  the  jury  were  such 
as  should  be  tried  in  that  manner,  as  they  involved  the 
alleged  fraud  {Davis  agt.  Morris^  36  N.  Y.^  572 ;  Freemwa 
agt.  AtlantiG  Mut.  Ins.  Co.^  13  Abh.  Pr.  R.^  124) ;  and  the 
special  verdict  found  all  the  facts  which  are  requisite  to  enable 
the  court  to  say,  upon  the  pleadings  and  verdict,  which  party 
is  by  law  entitled  to  judgment  without  reference  to  the  evi- 
dence. 

A  special  verdict  is  that  by  which  the  jury  find  the  facts 
only,  leaving  the  judgment  to  the  court  (6W^,  §  260). 

Upon  the  facts  which  the  jury  have  found  by  this  special 
verdict  there  is  nothing  left  for  the  court  to  determine,  except 
the  question  of  law  as  to  what  judgment  should  be  given 
{lAjmgley  agt.  Warner^  S  N'.  Y.y  327 ;  Ba/rto  agt.  Himrod^ 
.8  id,,  483). 
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It  is  easy  to  determine  what  judgment  should  be  pro- 
nounced upon  the  facts  thus  found. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  demanded  in  the  com- 
plaint. 

The  application  for  judgment  is  made  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  not  alone  on  the  pleadings  and  special  verdict,  but, 
also,  on  an  aflSdavit  touching  the  proceedings  at  the  circuit. 
To  this  aflSdavit  the  defendant  has  replied  by  an  aflSdavit  on 
his  part,  which  is  intended  to  oppose  the  application  for 
judgment,  not  only  on  the  ground  that  the  trial  at  the  circuit 
was  improper,  but,  also,  to  set  forth  surprise  at  such  trial  as 
a  reason  why  the  defendant  should  have  a  new  trial. 

It  appears  by  his  aflSdavit  that  the  father  of  one  of  .his 
attorneys  died  pending  the  trial,  and,  in  consequence,  that, 
for  a  portion  of  the  trial,  the  defendant  was  deprived  of  the 
attendance  and  aid  of  such  attorney.  But  the  answer  to  this 
fact  is,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  who  had  begun  the 
trial  still  continued,  in  the  presence  of  the  defendant,  the 
defense ;  and  no  suggestion  to  the  court  was  then  made  that 
the  unexpected  absence  of  the  attorney  was  cause  for  a  sus- 
pension of  the  trial. 

The  aflSdavit  of  the  defendant  further  sets  forth  that  his 
counsel  was  laboring  under  a  nervous  affection,  and  was,  at 
the  time,  under  medical  treatment,  so  that  he  did  not  properly 
listen  to  the  suggestions  of  the  defendant  nor  eflSciently  con- 
duct his  defense. 

To  support  this  assertion  the  defendant  makes  an  explana- 
tion as  to  certain  chattel  mortgages  covering  property  in  the 
"Osborn  House,"  which  shows  that  the  summation  of  mort- 
gages was  $11,350,  instead  of  $14,000,  as  represented  at  the 
trial.  It  is  apparent  that  the  explanation  offered  is  not  suflS- 
cient  to  make  a  material  variation  in  the  evidence. 

If  the  plaintiff  was  deceived,  as  stated  in  the*  special  ver- 
dict, the  deception  would  scarcely  have  been  mitigated  by  the 
alleged  difference  in  the  aggregate  of  the  chattel  mortgages.  . 
Besides,  the  defendant  was  present  at  the  trial,  and  had  then 
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full  opportunity  to  make  all  available  explanations  as  to  the 
condition  and  amount  of  the  chattel  mortgages.  As  to  the 
surprise  predicated  of  the  ill  health  of  his  counsel,  the  defend- 
ant does  not  show  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  a  new  trial. 

It  is  scarcely  probable  that  any  injustice  to  the  interests 
of  the  defendant  arose  from  the  condition  of  his  counseL 
Suggestions  of  this  nature,  not  made  at  the  trial,  but  first 
heard  after  an  adverse  finding  of  the  jury,  do  not  come  with 
unabated  force.  A  party,  defeated  in  a  trial  involving  an 
issue  of  the  nature  of  that  developed  in  this  action,  might 
readily  attribute  his  discomfiture  to  some  collateral  rather 
than  the  direct  cause. 

But  in  order  that  the  defendant  may  have  no  ground  of 
complaint,  the  affidavits  read  on  both  sides  on  this  applica- 
tion will  be  considered  as  affidavits  on  the  defendant's  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds  both  of  irregularity  and  sur- 
prise. 

Such  motion  is  denied ;  and,  at  the  same  time,  the  applica- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  for  judgment  on  the  pleadings  and 
special  verdict  is  granted,  with  costs. 

The  defendant  will  then  have  opportunity  of  an  appeal 
from  the  order  denying  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which  can 
be  heard  at  the  general  term,  with  any  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment, on  a  case  containing  exceptions,  should  such  appeals 
be  desired. 

Defendant's  motion  for  new  trial  denied,  and  plaintiff's 
application  for  judgment  on  the  pleadings  and  special  verdict 
granted,  with  costs. 
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Alfbed  E.  Beach  agt.  the  Mayor,  Aldermen,  &o.,  of 
Kew  Tore,  the  Commissioners  of  Emigration,  the  Heirs 
OF  A.  R.  Lawrence,  and  others,  in  all  ninety-five  defend- 
ants. 

1.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  Dongan  and  Montgomerie  charters,  which 
granted  to  the  mayor,  &c.,  all  the  waste,  vacant,  unpatented  and  unap- 
propriated land,  lying  and  being  within  the  city  of  New  York,  and 
reaching  to  the  low  water  mark,  in,  by  and  through  all  parts  of  said  city 
and  Manhattan  Island  aforesaid,  together  with  all  rivers,  rivulets,  coves 
creeks,  ponds,  waters  and  water-courses  in  the  said  city  or  island,  or 
either  of  them  not  heretofore  granted,  &c.,  the  city  of  New  York  were 
not  vested  with  the  title  to  the  waste,  vacant,  unappropriated  and 
unpatented  lands  lying  and  being  between  high  and  low  water  mark 
around  Ward^s  Island,  in  the  East  river. 

2.  The  Montgomerie  charter  extends  the  jurisdiction  of  the  city  of  New 
York  to  low  water  mark  on  th^  Long  Island  shore,  including  the  islands 
lying  between  Manhattan  Island  and  Long  Island,  and  extending  from 
Bpuyten  Duyvil  creek  along  the  low  water  line  on  the  east  or  Westches- 
ter side  of  the  Harlem  river  to  the  East  river,  and  thence  to  cross  to 
Long  Island,  and  along  the  low  water  line  on  that  shore  to  Red  Hook, 
including  all  the  islands,  &c.  While  this  includes  political  jurisdiction 
over  Ward's  Island,  it  is  perfectly  evident  from  other  provisions  of  the 
charter  that  it  does  not  give  proprietary  right  to  the  lands  between  high 
and  low  water  mark  around  Ward's  Island. 

8.  The  grant  of  the  waste,  vacant,  &c.,  lands  lying  and  being  between 
high  and  low  water  mark  was  confined  to  what  was  called  the  city,  and 
was  extended  to  the  land  under  water  around  Manhattan  Island,  and 
such  was  its  proper  construction  otherwise.  The  other  provisions  of  the 
charter  would  have  conveyed  to  the  corporation  the  river  from  Spuyten 
Buyvil  creek  to  the  East  river  and  that  river  to  Red  Hook,  inasmuch  as 
among  other  things  named  in  the  grant  are  "  rivers." 

4.  The  grant  made  by  the  commissioners  of  the  land  office,  on  the  26th 
April,  1811,  of  the  lands  under  water  around  Ward's  Island  from  high 
to  low  water  mark  and  extending  on  the  north-west  side  of  said  Island 


us  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Beach  agt.  Mayor,  &c.,  of  New  York. 

150  feet  from  low  water  mark  towards  New  York  Island,  and  from  other 
parts  of  said  Island  800  feet  from  low  water  mark  to  Abraham  K.  Xaw- 
rence,  Richard  Lawrence,  Jasper  Ward  and  Bartholomew  Ward,  was 
good  and  valid,  and  vested  in  the  grantees  a  title  to  the  lands  so 
conveyed. 

5.  Such  grant  is  good,  even  though  the  grantees  were  not  the  owners  of 
all  the  upland  jointly,  but  were  at  the  time  owners  in  severalty  of  all  the 
upland,  excepting  one  or  two  lots.  If  they  elected,  they  had  a  lawftd 
right  to  take  a  joint  grant  of  all  the  land  under  water  acyoining  the  lands 
held  by  them  in  severalty. 

6.  In  a  deed  containing  these  words  in  the  granting  clause,  to  wit :  **  All 
the  right,  title  and  interest  which  they  (the  said  parties  of  the  first  part) 
now  have  or  which  they  may  hereafter  have  as  heirs-at-law  of  Jasper 
Ward,  late  of  the  city  of  New  York,  merchant,  deceased,  in,  of  and  to 
the  water  right  or  water  privileges  of,  on  or  pertaining  to  that  certain 
island  of  land  and  the  roads  on  the  same,  known  find  distinguished  as 
Ward's  Island,  located  in  the  East  river,  and  situated  in  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  together  with  all  and  singular  the  tenements,  here- 
ditaments and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging  or  in  any  wise  apper- 
taining, &c.,  &c,.  to  tenendum  in  fee,**  the  court  held  tliat  the  words 
**  water  rights  "  and  **  water  privileges,"  with  the  terms  **  hereditaments 
and  appurtenances,"  are  sufficient  to  include  and  pass  the  grantor's  inter- 
ests in  the  lands  under  water,  granted  to  him  by  the  aforesaid  patent 

7.  Where  in  an  action  for  a  partition  of  lands  under  water  one  of  the 
defendants,  the  city  of  New  York,  had  erected  on  the  premises  held  in  com- 
mon a  dock,  and  set  up  such  occupation  by  way  of  adverse  possession,  it 
was  held  that  the  land  actually  covered  by  the  dock  must  be  excluded 
from  the  partition,  but  the  possession  of  the  dock  could  not  be  held  to 
constitute  an  adverse  possession  around  the  island  to  all  the  land 
between  high  and  low  water  mark. 

8.  Such  possession  does  not  come  within  any  of  the  rules  laid  down  in  2 
R  8.J  Ath  ed.y  495,  defining  what  occupancy  is  necessary  to  establish 
adverse  possession. 

9.  Where  the  different  patentees  under  the  aforesaid  water  patent  had  also 
owned  the  upland  and  had  surveyed  such  upland  into  divers  lots  butting 
on  the  water,  and  then  had  made  partition  among  themselves  of  such 
upland  lots,  and  from  time  to  time  thereafter  had  severally  made  con- 
veyances of  some  of  such  upland  lots  butting  on  the  water,  with  por- 
tions of  the  rights  acquired  under  the  water  patent  in  part  of  said  indi- 
vidual lots,  it  was  held  in  an  action  of  partition  brought  by  the  grantee 
of  the  residuary  interest  remaining  in  one  of  the  patentees  of  the  water 
patent  aforesaid  against  the  owners  of  the  several  rights  and  interests  of 
the  remaining  patentees,  and  against  the  grantees  of  such  portions  of  the 
water  right  as  had  been  previously  conveyed  by  the  several  patentees  or 
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their  heirs:  (1st)  That  as  to  such  portions  of  the  water  right  as  had  been 
conveyed  by  the  patentee  or  his  heirs  whose  residuary  interest  was 
vested  in  the  phuntifl  the  same  must  be  excluded  from  the  partition. 
The  plaintiff  had  no  right  calling  for  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  the 
court  to  order  a  sale  of  the  property  so  conveyed  before  he  acquired 
title.  It  never  could  be  sustained  to  grant  a  judgment  to  sell  property 
in  which  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest  on  his  application,  nor  could  an 
owner  imder  such  circumstances  compel  an  owner  of  property  to  submit 
to  the  sale  of  his  property  at  the  suit  of  a  person  who  had  no  right 
thereto.  (2d.)  As  to  the  other  parcels  of  said  water  right,  in  all  of 
which  the  plaintiff  had  an  interest,  but  in  which  the  various  defendants 
had  dissimilar  interests,  the  objection  is  that  the  same  parties  are  not 
joint  owners  or  tenants  in  common  of  all  the  property  sought  to  be  par- 
titioned. This  is  a  good  objection  if  taken  by  answer  or  demurrer,  but 
is  too  late  if  taken  for  the  first  time  at  the  hearing. 
10.  Spaces  of  land  laid  out  as  roads,  but  not  actually  accepted  or  worked  by 
the  public  authorities,  and  in  a  measure  abandoned  or  disused,  cannot 
be  partitioned  where  there  is  a  right  of  way  over  them  for  such  of  the 
owners  of  lots  fronting  thereon  who  have  no  other  means  of  access 
thereto,  nor  where  the  owner  of  the  lot  claims  to  the  centre  of  the  road 
adversely  to  the  plaintiff. 

Special  Term, 

Before  Hon.  D.  P.  Ingeaham,  J. 

Tried  during  the  year  1871  <md  finally  decided  in  the 
Ma/rch  Term^  1872. 

This  was  an  action  brouglit  by  the  plaintiff,  as  grantee  of 
the  h^irs  of  Jasper  Ward,  against  a  large  number  of  defend- 
ants, ninety-five  in  number,  to  have  a  partition  and  sale  or  a 
division  of  the  following  property  situate  on  Ward's,  formerly 
Great  Barn  Island,  in  the  limits  of  the  city  and  county  of 
New  York :  Firstly.  All  the  lands"  under  water  around  Great 
Bam  Island,  situate  in  the  East  river  or  sound,  in  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York,  from  high  water  mark  to  low  water 
mark,  and  extending  on  the  north-west  side  of  said  island, 
160  feet  from  low  water  mark  toward  New  York  Island,  and 
from  the  other  parts  of  said  island  300  feet  from  low  water 
mark.  These  lands  amounted  to  about  eighty-eight  acres  of 
ground.    Secondly.  To  have  certain  species  of  land,  deline- 
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ated  on  the  map  of  the  island,  made  by  William  Bridges,  city 
surveyor,  in  1807,  as  streets  or  roads,  and  amounting,  in 
space,  to  about  fourteen  acres  of  land,  partitioned  or  sold. 

The  plaintiff  is  the  one-quarter  owner  of  said  water  rights 
and  roads,  excepting  such  portions  as  had  been  conveyed  away 
by  Jasper  Ward  in  his  lifetime.  He  acquired  his  title  by 
conveyance  from  the  heirs  of  Jasper  Ward,  one  of  the 
patentees  of  said  water  right  and  one  of  the  original  owners 
of  the  aforesaid  roads. 

In  1806  Great  Bam  Island,  now  called  W&rd's  Island, 
became,  by  divers  conveyances,  the  property  of  the  following 
named  persons  in  the  following  proportions,  viz. :  Jasper 
Ward,  one-quarter  ;  Bartholomew  Ward,  one-quarter ;  Eidi- 
ard  Lawrence,  one-quarter;  Abraham  E.  Lawrence  and 
Samuel  Lawrence,  one-quarter  together. 

These  five  gentlemen  employed  William  Bridges,  a  well 
known  surveyor  of  that  day,  who  made  a  survey  of  the 
island ;  also,  a  map  (now  on  file  in  the  ofiice  of  the  register 
of  deeds)  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York.  On  this  map 
there  were  laid  out  four  roads,  and  the  grounds  were  divided 
into  seventy-seven  lots,  all  of  which  butted  on  these  roads, 
and  fifty-two  of  said  lots  butted  on  the  waters  of  the  Harlem 
and  East  riveris,  the  Little  and  Great  Hellgate. 

They  then  partition  these  lands  among  themselves  and 
execute  mutual  conveyances  of  the  different  shares  ta  each 
other. 

In  the  partition  Michard  Lavyrence  got  divers  lots,  amount- 
ing to  fifty-three  acres  one  rood  and  two  perches. 

Bartholomew  Wa/rd  got  various  lots,  amounting  to  fifty- 
five  acres  one  rood  and  eighteen  perches. 

Jasper  Wa/rd  got  a  number  of  lots,  in  all  fifty-three  acres 
three  roods  and  thirteen  perches. 

Samud  and  Ahraham  H.  Lavrrenoe  got  the  remaining 
lots,  viz.,  in  all,  fifty-five  acres  and  nineteen  perches. 

Sanjuel's  share  subsequently  became  vested  in  Abraham  R. 
Lawrence. 
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In  the  partition  deed  the  parties  n^ade  the  following  cove- 
nant, viz. : 

"And  it  is  mutually  agreed  by  the  said  parties  to  these 
presents,  and  each  of  them  doth  covenant  with  the  other,  that 
such  parts  of  the  said  tract  of  land  or  island  as  are  designated 
on  the  said  map  for  roads  shall  forever  remain  open  as  and 
for  public  roads  and  highways." 

None  of  the  lands  embraced  within  the  water  patent,  nor 
those  laid  out  as  roads,  were  partitioned. 

In  March,  1810,  Bartholomew  Ward  conveyed  to  John 
Fleetwood  Marsh  lots  Nos.  32,  33  and  34. 

No  other  conveyances  of  any  of  the  other  lots,  according 
to  the  evidence,  appears  to  have  been  made  by  any  of  the 
above  original  owners  to  any  other  person  or  persons  before 
the  granting  of  the  water  patent. 

Prior  to  this  conveyance  to  Marsh,  however,  and  during 
the  session  of  the  legislature  of  1809,  an  act  respecting  Great 
Barn  Island  was  passed,  viz. :  March  24,  1809,  Laws  of  1809, 
p.  473  (5  vol.  Webster  <&  Skinner^ b  ed.). 

"  Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  fhe  state  of  New  York, 
represented  in  senate  and  assembly,  that  the  powers  of  the 
commissioners  of  the  land  office  under  the  eleventh  section 
of  the  act  entitled  ^An  act  concerning  the  commissioners  of 
the  land  office  and  the  settlemet  of  lands,'  shaU  be  and  hereby 
are  extended  to  the  waters  adjacent  to  and  surrounding  Great 
Barn  Island  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  and  also  to 
the  land  between  high  and  low  water  mark  on  said  island, 
provided  that  no  grant  made  in  pursuance  of  this  act  shaU 
infringe  the  rights  of  the  mayor  or  aldermen  and  commonalty 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  provided  that  the  navigation 
of  the  waters  surrounding  the  said  island  shall  not  be  affected 
thereby." 

At  that  time,  by  chapter  69  of  the  Laws  of  1801,  sec.  11, 

the  commissioners  of  the  land  office  were  empowered  to  grant 

00  much  of  the  lands  under  the  water  of  navigable  rivers  as 

they  shall  deem  necessary  to  promote  the  commerce  of  this 
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state :  ''  Provided  always,  that  no  such  grant  shall  be  made 
to  any  person  whatever  other  than  the  proprietor  or  proprie- 
tors of  the  adjacent  lands."  It  then  contained  a  provision 
as  to  giving  notice. 

Under  these  acts  of  1801,  as  extended  by  the  act  of  1809, 
the  commissioners  of  the  land  office  issued  and  delivered  a 
patent,  under  the  great  seal  of  the  state,  dated  April  26, 1811, 
to  Abraham  R.  Lawrence,  Richard  Lawrence,  Jasper  Ward  and 
Bartholomew  Ward,  in  which  the  people  of  the  state  con- 
veyed unto  said  four  parties  "  all  the  land  under  water  round 
Great  Bam  Island,  situate  in  the  East  river  or  sound  in  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York,  from  high  water  mark  to  low 
water  mark,  and  eictending  on  the  north-west  side  of  said 
Island  160  feet  from  low  water  mark  towards  New  York 
Island,  and  from  the  other  parts  of  said  island  300  feet  from 
low  water  mark,  together  with  all  and  singular  the  rights, 
hereditaments  and  appurtenances,  to  have  and  to  hold  unto 
said  parties  in  fee."  From  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  the 
spaces  of  land  laid  out  as  roads  were  never  worked  by  the 
public  authorities,  nor  accepted  by  them  as  public  roads. 
They  did  not  fall  within  the  scheme  of  laying  out  the  Island 
of  New  York,  under  the  commissioners'  map  of  1811  and 
1812,  and  were  no  more  than  private  ways. 

There  was,  prior  to  1815,  a  bridge  over  the  Harlem  river, 
connecting  Ward's  Island  with  Manhattan  Island.  This 
bridge,  about  1816  or  1816,  was  broken  down,  and  thereafter 
the  travel  on  the  island  ceased,  and,  excepting  a  few  houses 
occupied  by  a  few  people.  Ward's  Island  was  almost  uninhab- 
ited. The  so-called  roads  became  grass-grown,  not  used; 
other  paths  were  made  by  cattle  and  people  crossing  lots,  and 
it  so  remained  until  1849,  when  the  commissioners  of  emigra- 
tion first  moved  on  the  island.  The  latter  built  buildings  in 
and  put  fences  across  two  of  the  so-called  roads  adjoining 
their  property,  plowed  up  a  portion  of  the  roads  adjoining 
lots  thirty-six  to  forty-three,  inclusive,  owned  by  them,  and 
used  such  plowed  fields  as  part  of  their  grounds. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  868 

»    .      — ■ ■ __^_______^^^__^— _^_^^^___^__^^^_^.^.^_____ 

Beach  agt  Mayor,  &c.,  of  New  York. 

la  1852,  the  city  of  New  York  acquired  title  from  Abra- 
ham R.  Lawrence  to  lots  Noe.  9,  10,  11,  12,  13, 14,  16,  16, 
18, 19, 20,  21, 27, 32,  33  and  34,  and  also  to  the  interest  which 
Abraham  B.  Lawrence  then  had  in  and  to  the  water  rights  in 
front  of  the  lots  just  named. 

In  1853,  the  city  authorities  moved  on  the  island  and  built 
buildings  thereon,  and  interfered  with  the  easement  by  making 
some  encroachment  upon  a  portion  of  the  roads. 

In  1858,  the  present  plaintiff  acquired  from  Jasper  Ward's 
heirs  their  title  to  so  iiauch  of  said  water  right  as  had  not 
been  before  that  time  sold,  and  also  their  title  to  the  spaces 
of  land  called  roads.     In  1868,  this  suit  was  commenced. 

The  complaint  set  forth  in  detail  the  history  and  chain  of 
title. 

To  this  complaint  the  city  of  New  York  interposed  the  fol- 
lowing defenses,  viz. : 

1st.  A  want  of  knowledge  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  several  parties 
to  this  action,  other  than  these  defendants,  in  and  to  the  lands 
described  and  referred  to  in  said  complaint,  are  fully  or  cor- 
rectly stated  therein. 

2d.  That  the  city  of  New  York  is  owner  in  fee  of  lots  9^ 
10,  11,  13,  13,  14,  15,  16,  18,  19,  20,  21,  24,  25,  26,  27,  32, 
33,  34,  59,  60,  64,  65,  66,  67,  68,  69,  70 ;  also  of  the  lands 
between  high  and  low  water  mark  and  under  water  to  the  exte- 
rior, a  bulk-head  line,  as  given  and  granted  by  the  patents  in  said 
complaint  mentioned,  opposite  and  adjacent  to  lots  9,  10,  11, 
12,  13,  14,  15,  16,  18,  19,  20,  21,  27,  32,  33  and  34,  and  also 
to  the  lands  in  front  of  all  the  said  lots  to  the  centers  thereof, 
laid  out  as  streets. 

3d.  Not  sufficient  knowledge,  &c.,  as  to  the  other  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint. 

4th.  They  assert  they  have  expended  moneys  for  the  pro- 
tection And  improvement  of  the  lands  described  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  they  are  entitled  to  be  allowed  same. 

The  commissioners  of  emigration  answer  and  set  up : 
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1.  That  they  are  the  owners  in  fee  of  the  one-quarter  of  the 
water  right  under  the  patent  from  the  state  as  aforesaid,  oppo- 
site and  adjacent  to  lots  1,  6,  29,  31,  42, 43  and  part  of  49,  of 
the  one-half  opposite  to  lots  5  and  20. 

2.  That  they  have  made  divers  improvements  on  the  same, 
for  which  they  are  entitled  to  be  compensated  on  such  parti- 
tion. 

3.  They  own  in  fee  one-half  of  the  streets  opposite  their 
respective  lots. 

4.  A  want  of  knowledge  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  ^e 
facts  averred  in  the  complaint. 

The  answers  of  the  other  defendants  are  not  material  to 
advert  to. 

After  issue  joined,  by  consent  of  parties,  it  was  referred  to 
a  referee  to  take  proofe  and  to  report  on  title.  A  very  large 
amount  of  evidence  was  taken  before  the  referee,  and  he  made 
a  report  setting  forth  the  different  rights  and  interests  of  the 
parties.  He  also  reported  the  evidence  and  Exhibits  taken 
before  him,  also  a  fiiil  and  particular  abstract  of  all  the  titles 
and  interests  of  the  different  parties. 

To  this  report  exceptions  were  filed  by  the  city  of  New 
York,  the  commissioners  of  emigration,  the  defendants  01m- 
stead,  Suydam  and  Van  Suideren,  and  by  the  Lawrence 
heirs. 

The  whole  case  was  brought  to  trial  before  Mr.  justice 
Ikgraham,  on  pleadings,  proofs,  report,  abstract  and  excep- 
tions, and  was  argued  orally  and  also  on  printed  brie&,  by  the 
following  counsel : 

Dennis  MoMahon,  for  the  plaintiff . 

RioHAED  O'GoRMAN  and  William  J.  Eane,  for  the  (My 

of  New  York. 
A.  G.  BioB,  for  the  Coirmti^^kmers  of  Emigration. 
Jno.  S.  Lawrence  and  A.  R.  Lawbence,  Junr.,  for  the 

Lavyrence  Heirs. 
A.  Undebhill,  for  the  Heir 8  of  BoUes. 
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D.  H.  Olmbtbad,  for  the  defendants  Olmstead^  Suydam 

(md  Van  Sinderen. 
Jno.  B.  Isbland,  ffttardian  ad  litem  and  counsel  for  the 

Ireland  Heirs. 
J.  Lawbenob,  Slosson  and  Lawbbnob  &  Bbbkhan,  for 

divers  defendants. 
Davibs  &  WoBK,  f(yr  the  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co. 
NicHOLL,  HuNSTON  &  AiuDB,  foT  voriotM  defendants. 

After  several  months'  delib^^tion^  the  jastice  expressed  a 
doubt  on  one  point  raised  by  the  corporation  counsel^  yiz. : 
^^  That  the  plaintifiPs  complaint  should  be  dismissed  because 
that  the  plaintiff  does  not  claim  that  he  has  any  interest  or 
estate  in  all  the  lands  sought  to  be  partitioned  as  joint  tenant  or 
tenant  in  common  with  all  the  defendants,  nor  have  all  of  the 
defendants  an  interest  or  estate  as  joint  tenants  or  tenants  in 
common  with  him  or  with  each  other  in  all  the  said  lands." 

And  judge  Ingbaham  ordered  a  reargument  on  that  point. 

Denifis  McMahon,  for  the  plaintiff;  Abraham  Underhill, 
for  the  Bolles  heirs;  Richard  O'Gorman  and  William  J. 
Kane,  for  the  city,  and  Jno.  8.  Lawrence,  for  the  Lawrence 
heirs,  were  heard  on  that  point. 

After  mature  deliberation,  the  court  delivered  the  follow- 
ing opinion: 

Inobaham,  J. — I  shall  consider  the  rights  of  all  the  par- 
ties interested  in,  or  claiming  so  to  be,  as  settled  by  the 
referee  in  all  respects,  except  where  exceptions  have  been 
filed  to  the  report ;  and,  as  to  them,  will  dispose  of  tliem  as 
they  are  presented  by  each  of  the  parties  in  their  exceptions, 
but  without  examining  each  exception  separately. 

First.  As  to  the  exceptions  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the 
mayor,  Ac,  of  New  York,  these  apply  generally  to  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  his  action.  First,  because  the 
title  to  the  property  sought  to  be  partitioned  is  in  the  city, 
and  because  the  deed  by  the  commissioners  of  the  land  office 
is  void ;   therefore  this  objection  is  based  on  the  supposed 
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right  of  the  citj,  from  the  provisions  of  the  Dongan*  and 
Montgomery  charters,  which  granted  to  the  mayor,  &c.,  all 
the  waste,  vacant,  unpatented  and  unappropriated  land  lying 
and  being  within  the  city  of  New  York,  and  reaching  to  the 
low  water  mark  in,  by  and  through  all  parts  of  said  city  and 
Manhattan  Island  aforesaid,  together  with  all  rivers,  rivulets, 
coves,  creeks,  ponds,  waters  and  water-courses  in  the  said  city 
or  island,  or  either  of  them,  not  heretofore  granted,  cfec. 

The  Montgomery  charter  describes  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
city  as  extending  to  low  water  mark  on  Long  Island  shore, 
and*  including  the  island  between  Long  Island  and  Manhat- 
tan Island,  and  extending  from  Spuyten  Duyvil  creek,  along 
the  low  water  line  on  the  east  or  Westchester  side  of  the 
Harlem  river  to  the  East  river,  and  thence  to  cross  to  Long 
Island  and  along  the  low  water  line  on  that  shore  to  Red 
Hook,  including  all  the  islands,  &c. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that,  in  this  jurisdiction,  the 
island  in  controversy  was  include^:  and  the  question  raised 
by  the  counsel  of  the  corporation  is  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
grant  made  to  the  city  in  that  charter  of  all  the  waste,  vacant, 
unappropriated  and  unpatented  land,  lying  and  being  within 
the  said  city  of  New  York,  and  on  Manhattan  Island  afore- 
said, extending  to  low  waten  mark. 

The  counsel  for  the  city  claims  that  this  grant  carries  the 
land  under  water  owned  by  the  island  referred  to.  I  think  not. 

It  is  evident,  from  the  other  provisions  of  the  charter,  that 
such  was  not  the  intent  of  the  grant.  It  was  confined  to 
what  then  was  called  the  city,  and  was  extended  to  the  land 
under  water  around  Manhattan  Island. 

If  the  views  of  the  counsel  for  the  corporation  are  correct, 
the  other  provisions  of  the  charter  would  have  conveyed  to 
the  corporation  the  river  from  Spuyten  Duyvil  creek  to  the 
East  river,  and  that  river  to  Red  Ilook,  because,  among  other 
things  named  in  the  grant,  are  included  all  rivers. 

The  proper  construction  of  the  grant  is  to  confine  it  to  the 
city,  and  to  Manhattan  Island. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.         867 


Beach  agt.  Mayor,  &c.,  of  New  York. 


The  distinction  I  have  taken  between  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  city  for  the  purpose  of  government  and  as  to  the  rights 
of  property  under  the  grant  is  sanctioned  by  judge  Hoffman, 
in  his  work  entitled  "  A  Treatise  on  the  Estate,  &c.,  of  the 
Corporation"  (jp.  165),  where  he  speaks  of  the  distinction  as 
to  the  boundaries  of  New  York  on  a  point  of  jurisdiction, 
and  one  on  the  right  of  property. 

Another  objection  is  that  the  plaintiff  shows  no  title  in 
him  to  the  lands  to  be  partitioned. 

The  grant  from  the  state  is  ample  to  vest  in  the  grantees  a 
title  to  the  land  conveyed  if  they  are  competent  to  take  such 
a  title. 

It  is  objected  that  they  were  not  at  the  time  owners  of  the  • 
upland.  They  were  not  owners  of  the  whole  of  the  upland 
jointly ;  but  they  were  at  the  time  owners  of  all  the  upland, 
excepting  that  one  Marsh  owned  some  lots  conveyed  previ- 
ously. As  to  the  other  owners,  I  see  no  reason  why,  if  they 
so  elected,  they  might  not  have  taken  a  joint  grant  of  all  the 
land  under  water  adjoining  the  lands  held  by  them  in  sever- 
alty. 

They  were  the  owners  of  the  upland;  they  might  have 
conveyed  their  interest  to  any  one  of  their  number,  or  they 
might,  as  they  have  done  here,  unite  in  taking  a  joint  con- 
veyance, and  held  the  same  jointly. 

It  may  admit  of  some  question  whether  the  intermediate 
conveyances,  after  the  patent  from  the  State  was  obtained, 
conveyed  the  land  under  water  by  the  term  water  rights  and 
water  privileges,  of,  in  or  pertaining  to  the  island. 

The  cases  cited  by  the  defendants  do  not  apply  to  this 
case. 

In  Nostra/nd  agt.  DuUand  (21  Barh.y  478)  the  conveyance 
was  merely  of  a  stream  and  pond  of  water  and  saw-mill. 

So  in  Jackson  agt.  HuUted  (5  Cow,^  461)  it  was  held  that 
a  lease  of  certain  premises,  including  a  river,  did  not  pass 
title  to  the  land  under  the  river. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  cases  where  the  description 
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in  the  deed  of  a  pool,  a  gorge  or  a  deep  pit  of  water  is  held 
suflSeient  to  carry  the  land. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  words  here  used,  water  rights 
and  water  privileges,  with  the  terms  hereditaments  and 
appurtenances,  are  sufficient  to  include  the  land  under  water. 

There  are  no  water  rights  except  under  the  patent,  and  no 
water  privileges  except  by  filling  to  change  the  land  under 
water  to  upland.  Unless  this  interpretation  is  given  to  this 
description  the  words  would  be  meaningless. 

Another  objection  is  that  this  property  is  held  adversely 
by  the  city,  and  therefore  cannot  be  partitioned.  If  there 
was  any  proof  to  show  adverse  possession  by  the  city  authori- 
ties, the  objection  would  be  a  good  one ;  but  there  is  no  such 
evidence.  All  the  possession  shown  on  behalf  of  the  city  is 
the  building  of  a  dock  for  their  convenience  into  the  river. 

Whether  such  dock  extends  beyond  low  water  mark  or  not 
does  not  appear.  If  it  does  it  becomes  a  purprestrue  or  nui- 
sance, which  might  be  removed  at  any  time  as  such.  So  far 
as  the  city  occupied  the  land  imder  water  between  high  and 
low  water  mark  a  claim  of  title,  it  should  be  excluded  from 
any  decree  of  sale  or  partition  in  this  action. 

The  title  between  the  claimants  and  the  city  must  be  set- 
tled by  a  direct  action  for  the  possession.  Such  possession 
cannot,  however,  be  extended  in  such  a  case  as  this  beyond 
the  land  actually  occupied.  The  building  of  a  wharf  can 
never  constitute  an  adverse  possession  around  the  island  to 
all  the  land  between  high  and  low  water  mark.  It  does  not 
come  within  any  of  the  rules  laid  down  in  2  R.  S.,  4:th  ed., 
495,  defining  what  occupancy  is  necessary  to  establish  adverse 
possession. 

That  such  possession  of  a  part  of  tract  is  not  sufficient  to 
cover  the  whole  tract  is  held  in  The  People  agt.  Lwingstan 
(8  Ba^h.^  255) ;  Sharp  agt.  Brandon  (15  Wend.^  597) ;  Munro 
agt.  MerchaM  (26  Wend.^  387,  404). 

It  is  contended  also  on  the  part  of  the  mayor,  &c.,  that  the 
parties  to  the  action  are  not  tenants  in  common  of  all  the  pro- 
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perty  sought  to  be  partitioned,  and  that  the  action,  therefore, 
cannot  be  maintained. 

This  objection  is  taken  also  by  some  of  the  other  defendants. 

This  objection  is  not  free  from  diflSculty.  So  far  as  it 
xelates  to  the  conveyance  by  Ward  before  the  plaintiff  became 
the  owner  of  any  interest  in  the  water  right  or  lands  tinder 
water,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained. 

The  plaintiff  has  no  right  calling  for  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  the  court  to  order  a  sale  of  the  property.  It  never 
could  be  sustained  to  grant  a  judgment  to  sell  property  in 
which  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest  on  his  application,  nor 
could  a  plaintiff  under  such  circumstances  compel  an  owner 
of  property  to  submit  to  the  sale  of  his  property  at  the  suit  of 
a  person  who  had  no  right  thereto. 

It  is  clear  that  a  stranger  could  do  no  such  thing  if  he 
brought  such  an  action  simply  for  the  partition  of  lots  so  situ- 
ated, and  I  think  it  equally  clear  that  he  can  obtain  no  such 
right  by  connecting  with  those  lands  others  in  which  he  has 
an  interest. 

So  far  as  this  action  relates  to  these  parcels,  the  complaint 
must  be  treated  as  dismissed. 

The  otber  objection  is  that  the  same  parties  are  not  joint 
owners  or  tenants  in  common  of  all  the  property  sought  to 
be  partitioned. 

By  2  R.  S.,  p.  242,  the  right  to  proceed  by  petition  is 
given  where  several  persons  hold  any  lands,  &c.,  as  joint 
tenants  or  tenants  in  common  ;  and  by  section  81,  p.  253,  the 
same  power,  either  by  petition  or  bill,  is  given  to  the  court 
of  chancery.  That  power  now  being  vested  in  this  court, 
these  provisions  apply  to  proceedings  in  this  court  whether 
by  petition  or  action. 

In  Haas  agt.  Dorl/md  (11  How.  Pr.  B.y  489)  it  was  held 
that  where  was  an  outstanding  life  estate,  a  partition  could 
not  be  bad  on  the  application  of  one  who  had  an  interest  in. 

the  fee. 
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The  same  principle  was  decided  in  BrowneU  agt.  BrowneU 
(19  Wend.y  367). 

In  Cla^  agt.  Bromaghim  (9  Cowen^  531,  665)  it  was 
held  that  the  parties  to  the  partition  must  hold  the  estate  in  com- 
mon ;  and  that  a  plea  of  non-tenant  in  servial  was  a  good  plea. 

In  Jackson  agt.  Myers  (14  John.^  364)  it  was  held  that  all 
the  parties  must  be  tenants  in  common  of  the  lands  to  be 
partitioned.  Chancellor  Jones,  in  Clapp  agt.  Bromaghim 
{supra\  BAjQ :  "  The  estate  to  be  divided  must  be  held  by  the 
parties  to  the  partition  in  common,  and  the  general  defense 
against  the  petition  for  a  division  is  that  the  petitioners  and 
the  defendants  do  not  hold  together." 

This  was  the  substance  of  the  demand,  and  of  the  general 
defense  in  the  writ  of  partition.  I  think  there  can  be  no 
doubt  but  that  if  the  defendants  had  raised  the  objection  to 
this  complaint  by  demurrer  or  answer  that  all  the  defendants 
were  not  interested  in  the  property  sought  to  be  partitioned 
that  such  defense  would  have  been  a  good  one,  and  the  com- 
plaint would  have  been  dismissed. 

Not  having  done  so  in  any  case,  it  seems  to  be  the  rule 
that  they  cannot  take  the  objection  on  the  hearing.  This  is 
stated  by  Story  in  Eq^uity  Jurisprudence^  §  656,  where  he 
says  courts  of  equity  will  have  regard  to  the  legal  and  equi- 
table rights  of  all  other  parties  interested  in  the  estate  which 
have  been  derived  from  any  of  the  tenants  in  common,  and 
will,  if  necessary,  direct  as  distinct  partition  of  each  of  several 
portions  of  the  estate  in  which  the  derivative  alienees  have 
a  distinct  interest  in  order  to  protect  that  interest.  He  refers 
to  the  case  of  &toTy  agt.  Johnson  (1  Young  <&  Coll.,  538 ; 
2  Young  (&  Coil.,  586) ;  where  two  estates  were  partitioned 
among  diflferent  parties ;  the  difference  being  occasioned  by 
a  conveyance  of  an  interest  in  one  of  the  estates  to  another 
party  by  one  of  the  original  tenants  in  common. 

The  defendants  not  having  taken  this  objection  by  demur- 
rer or  answer  must  be  deemed  to  have  waived  the  same,  and 
otoinot.now  raise  it  on  the  hearing. 
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The  objection  to  a  partition  of  the  roads  is  well  taken. 
Those  roads,  in  many  instances,  are  subject  to  a  right  of  way 
over  them  for  such  of  the  owners  of  lots  fronting  thereon, 
who  have  no  other  means  of  access  to  their  lots. 

In  some  cases,  also,  the  owner  of  the  lot  claims  to  the 
center  of  the  road  adversely  to  the  claim  of  the  plaintiflT. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  action  cannot  be 
maintained  as  to  these  roads. 

The  inter^ts  of  the  several  parties  in  the  different  portions 
of  the  land  have  been  set  out  in  the  referee^s  report,  and  are 
not  objected  to  as  there  stated,  except  in  a  few  instances 
which  are  admitted  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel.  Those  errors 
must  be  corrected  in  the  judgment;  and  in  other  respects 
the  report  is  confirmed  as  to  such  interests  in  the  land  under 
water  and  below  high  water  mark  around  the  island,  except- 
ing those  portions  in  front  of  the  termination  of  the  roads, 
and  the  pieces  claimed  to  be  held  adversely  to  which  I  have 
before  referred. 

The  remaining  question  is  as  to  the  propriety  of  a  sale  of 
this  land.  Many  of  the  owners  ask  for  a  partition ;  and,  as 
to  those  owning  large  portions,  I  see  no  reason  why  such 
partition  should  not  be  made. 

The  statute  provides  that  a  partition  in  part  can  be  made 
and  a  sale  ordered  of  such  portions  as  cannot  be  properly 
partitioned.  Such,  I  think,  should  be  the  provisions  of  a 
judgment  in  this  case. 

1.  My  conclusions  are  that  the  pieces  of  land  owned  by 
some  of  the  defendants  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  no  interest, 
and  such  pieces  of  the  land  between  high  and  low  water  as 
are  held  adversely  for  wharves,  and  the  roads  with  the  land 
below  high  water  in  front  of  the  termination  of  such  roads, 
must  be  excluded  from  this  partition ;  and  the  defendants 
who  are  interested  therein,  and  have  no  interest  in  any  other 
portion  of  the  lands  sought  to  be  partitioned,  may  have  the 
complaint  dismissed  as  to  them  with  costs. 

2.  That  commissioners  shall  be  appointed  tcr  make  parti- 
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tion  as  far  as  may  be  done  among  the  several  owners,  or  to 
such  of  them  as  so  consent  in  writing  their  shares  in  common. 
3.  That  such  portions  as  cannot  be  so  partitioned  without 
detriment  to  the  value  thereof,  to  be  ascertained  by  the  report 
of  the  commissioners,  be  sold  and  apportioned  to  the  defend- 
ants whose  shares  are  not  set  off  to  them  as  before  provided. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

James  C.  Ayeb  et  al.y  respondents,  agt.  William  A.  Kobbe 

et  al.,  appellants. 

1.  Where,  under  a  lease,  it  was  contracted  between  lessor  and  lessees  that 
the  former  should,  if  the  latter  so  desired,  put  in  an  efficient  steam  hoist- 
ing apparatus,  for  the  use  of  which  the  lessees  should  pay  twelve  per 
cent  per  annum  on  the  cost  of  the  same,  on  the  usual  quarter  days  for 
the  payment  of  rent,  and  keep  the  same  in  repair,  and  where  there  was 
at  the  time  on  the  premises  (which  were  a  large  five-story  store  fifty 
feet  front,  in  the  business  part  of  the  city)  an  open  hatchway,  which 
extended  through  every  floor,  from  the  top  to  the  sub-cellar,  the  pre- 
sumption of  law  in  the^  absence  of  any  stipulation  to  place  said  steam 
hoisting  apparatus  in  another  part  of  the  building  would  be  that  the 
parties  meant  and  intended  by  their  said  agreement  to  place  said  steam 
hoisting  apparatus  in  said  open  hatchway. 

2.  Consequently  when  the  tenant  gave  notice  of  such  election  to  have  the 
said  steam  hoisting  apparatus  so  put  in,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  landlord 
to  put  the  same  in  said  opening  and  nowhere  else,  and  if  the  tenant 
resisted  him  by  injunction,  such  injunction  should  be  dissolved,  even 
though  such  erection  there  would  seriously  obstruct  the  only  entrance 
to  the  defendant's  portion  of  the  building. 

8.  Nor  were  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  lessor  in  this  regard  at  all  changed 
by  the  sub-letting  of  a  portion  of  the  premises  to  these  defendants  and 
of  the  remaining  portion  to  other  sub-tenants. 

4.  Where  the  tenant  procured  such  injunction,  and  pending  a  motion  to 
dissolve  it  a  new  agreement  was  entered  into  between  the  landlord  and 
tenant,  in  which  it  was  mutually  stipulated  that  the  work  upon  the 
steam  hoistway  should  be  suspended  until  a  new  stairway  and  entrance 
should  be  provided  for  the  defendants  and  made  ready  for  use,  and  the 
latter  undertook  and  promised  to  pay  the  rent  for  such  apparatus  from 
and  after  2dd  March  of  the  same,  together  with  such  new  entrance  and 
stairway,  should  be  completed  within  a  reasonable  time,  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  words  "  reasonable  time  "  the  referee  held  that  they  must  be 
governed  by  the  fact  that  another  sub-tenant  occupying  the  first  floor 
refused  to  permit  the  landlord  to  open  such  new  entrance  through  his 
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premises  until  he  was  paid  therefor,  and  that  the  time  spent  in  negotiat- 
ing with  such  adverse  tenant,  and  in  effecting  such  consent  from  him,  a 
period  of  several  months,  did  not  create  an  imreasonable  time.  Hdd^ 
erroneous. 

5.  The  referee  also  allowed  the  twelve  per  cent  rent  on  the  coet  of  the 
steam  hoistway  from  the  2dd  March,  although  the  same  was  not  com- 
pleted under  the  contract  of  19th  March  until  the  following  October. 
Held^  erroneous,  and  that  the  same  should  not  have  been  allowed. 

6.  The  other  damages  sustained  by  the  tenant  by  the  non-completion  of 
the  steam  hoistway  and  the  furnishing  of  a  new  entrance  within  said 
time  were  rejected  because  they  were  not  matters  of  counter-claim  or 
recoupment  to  the  unpaid  rent  reserved  by  the  lease,  and  for  the  recov- 
ery of  which  the  suit  was  brought 

7.  The  court,  instead  of  granting  a  new  trial  absolutely,  gave  the  plain- 
tiffs the  option  of  deducting  said  rent  at  the  rate  of  twelve  per  cent  per 
annum  on  the  cost  of  the  steam  hoistway  for  and  during  the  seven 
months  from  the  2dd  March,  and  on  their  stipulating  to  deduct  same, 
affirmed  the  judgment  with  costs  of  the  appeal  to  the  appellants. 
MoNELL,  J.,  dissenting^  maintained  that  the  defendants'  damages,  sus- 
tained by  them  by  the  non-completion  of  the  said  steam  hoistway 
within  a  reasonable  time,  were  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  same  con- 
tract, and  therefore  within  the  definition  of  counter-claim  (Gode^  %  150), 
and  the  referee's  overruling  same  was  ground  for  a  new  trial  absolutely. 

Heard  a/t  General  Term^  Aprils  1873. 

Before  Baeboub,  C,  e/^,  am,d  Monell  and  Van  Vorst,  JJ. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  a  balance  claimed  to  be 
due  from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiflFs  for  rent  of  a  portion  of 
a  building,  and  also  for  the  rent  of  a  certain  hoisting  machinery 
therein. 

Upon  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  in  November,  1867,  the 
plaintiff  let  to  Asa  D.  Dickinson  the  whole  of  the  store  and 
premises  known  as  Nos.  87  and  89  Leonard  street,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  $26,000.  The  lease  or  agreement  to  let  which, 
in'  effect,  operated  as  a  lease,  was  executed  by  both  parties, 
and  contained,  inter  alia^  the  following  provision : 

"  The  said  Ayer  &  Co.  agree  that,  in  case  the  lessees  shall 
so  desire,  they  will  put  in  an  eflScient  steam  hoisting  appara- 
tus in  and  for  the  said  premises,  and  in  case  the  same  shall  be 
put  in,  the  said  lessees  shall  pay  for  the  use  thereof  twelve  per 
cent  per  annum  on  the  cost  of  the  same,  at  the  usual  quarterly 
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days  for  the  payment  of  rent,  and  keep  the  same  in  repair, 
the  nsnal  wear  and  tear  excepted." 

After  that,  and  in  December,  1867,  Dickinson  underlet  to 
the  defendants  all  of  the  said  premises  which  were  above  the 
first  floor,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  $13,000.  By  that  agreement 
or  lease,  Dickinson  gave  to  the  defendants  the  benefit  and 
advantage  of  the  stipulation  above  mentioned  in  relation  to 
the  hoisting  apparatus,  and  the  defendants  assumed  and  under- 
took to  pay  the  rent  therefor  to  Ayer  &  Co.,  the  plaintiffs. 
About  the  first  of  February,  1868,  the  defendants  notified  the 
plaintifis  that  they  desired  the  hoisting  apparatus  to  be  put 
in,  and  the  latter  thereupon  procured  an  engine  and  machi- 
nery for  such  apparatus,  and  on  the  13th  of  March,  1868,  had 
so  far  put  it  up  that  it  could  have  been  completed  within  two 
or  three  days  thereafter;  but,  on  the  day  last  mentioned,  they 
were  restrained  from  proceeding  therewith  by  an  order  of 
injunction  which  had  been  obtained  in  an  action  brought  against 
them  by  the  persons  who  are  the  defendants  in  this  action,  to 
restrain  them  from  completing  the  putting  up  of  the  appara- 
tus in  the  only  hall  or  passage-way  through  which  the  occu- 
pants of  the  lofts  above  the  first  floor  could  enter  their  pre- 
mises. After  that  order  was  served,  and  probably  because  of 
it,  an  agreement  in  writing  was  made  on  the  19th  of  March, 
between  the  parties  to  this  action,  which  was  also  signed  by 
the  flrm  who  had  contracted  to  erect  the  apparatus,  as  follows : 

It  is  hereby  agreed  between  Messrs.  Kobbe,  Corlies  &  Co., 
of  New  York,  and  Thomas  F.  Burgess  &  Co.  and  James  0. 
Ayer  &  Co.,  of  Lowell,  Massachusetts,  as  follows : 

It  being  inconvenient  and  injurious  to  the  business  of  the 
said  Kobbe,  Corlies  &  Co.  that  the  work  of  erecting  the 
hoistway  in  the  building,  numbers  87  and  89  Leonard  street, 
so  &r  as  relates  to  that  part  of  the  same  in  the  present 
entrance,  gangway  and  above  the  first  floor  of  said  building, 
should  be  continued  till  a  new  stairway  and  entrance  is  pro- 
vided, and  the  steam  hoistway  can  be  at  once  substituted  for 
thepresenthandhoistway,  the  said  Kobbe,  Corlies  &  Co.  agree 
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that,  if  sand  stecmi  hoistway  shall  be  completed^  and  a  new 
entrance  within  a  TeaaonahU  iimey  they  wiU  consider  the  work 
of  completing  the  steam  hoistwa/y  as  completed  from  and 
after  Monday^  the  2Bd  duy  of  Marchy  instcmt,  so  far  as 
relaies  to  t/ie  covenant  in  their  agreement  for  a  lease  to  pay 
for  the  icse  of  the  saws  at  the  rate  of  twelve  per  cent  per 
ann/wm. 

And  if  the  said  Burgess  &  Co.,  on  Buspending  the  work  of 
erecting  said  hoistway,  in  said  gangway  and  above  the  same, 
at  this  time,  shall  be  compelled  to  return  from  Lowell  to 
New  York,  and  incur  further  expense  in  completing  said 
work  than  would  now  be  incurred,  they,  the  said  Kobbe,  Cor- 
lies  &  Co.,  will  pay  such  increased  expense. 

The  said  Kobbe,  Corlies  &  Co.,  however,  hereby  require 
and  insist  that  such  new  entrance  and  stairway,  as  aforesaid, 
shall  be  completed  and  made  ready  for  the  use  of  themselves 
and  their  customers  hefore  the  work  upon  such  steam  hoist- 
way,  in  and  above  said  gangway  and  present  entrance,  shall 
be  commenced. 

Dated  New  Yoek,  March  19, 1868. 

KOBBE,  COKLIES  &  CO. 
J.  C.  ATER  &  CO. 

(By  LUOIEN  BlfiDSETB). 

THOMAS  F.  BURGESS  &  CO. 

At  the  time  that  agreement  was  made  the  firm  of  Ami- 
down,  Lane  &  Co.  had  become  the  lessees,  under  Dickinson, 
of  the  first  floor,  basement  and  sub-cellar  of  the  building ; 
and  they  afterwards  refused  to  permit  the  plaintiffs  to  build 
a  new  passageway  over  their  portion  of  the  premises  unless 
they  were  paid  $2,500  therefor.  About  the  17th  of  October, 
however,  they  agreed  with  the  plaintiffs  to  give  their  consent 
to  the  construction  of  the  rear  passageway  in  consideration  of 
$1,000;  and  thereupon  the  plaintiffs  built  the  same,  and 
completed  the  erection  of  the  hoisting  apparatus  about  the 
first  of  November,  1868,  being  over  seven  months  after  the 
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making  of  the  agreement  of  March  IQtb,  as  above  set  forth. 
The  plaintifib  claimed  to  recover  the  balance  of  rents  upon  the 
bnilding  as  assignees  of  Dickinson,  and  the  rent  for  the  hoist- 
way  apparatus  by  virtue  of  the  agreements.  The  defend- 
ants denied  the  alleged  indebtedness,  and  counter-claimed  for 
the  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  them  by  rea- 
son of  the  plaintiff'  failure  to  complete  the  hoisting  appa- 
ratus within  a  reasonable  time.  The  referee  directed  a 
judgment  for  the  entire  amount  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim,  and 
the  case  comes  here  on  appeal  from  that  judgment. 

D.  MoMAHON,y5?r  appellants. 
LuoiKN  BiEDSBTB,yi>r  redpondents. 

Babboub,  C  J, — As  there  was  but  one  hoistway  in  the 
building  at  the  time  the  lease  to  Dickinson  was  executed, 
and  that  one  extended  through  every  floor  from  the  top  to 
the  sub-cellar,  it  may  well  be  assumed,  in  the  total  absence  of 
evidence  tending  to  show  the  contrary,  that  both  parties  to 
that  instrument  designed  and  intended  that  the  steam  hoist- 
ing apparatus  provided  for  therein  should  be  placed  in  the 
hoistway  which  was  already  constructed.  It  is  reasonable  to 
suppose  that  if  the  parties  had  contemplated  the  construction 
of  a  new  hoistway  in  another  place,  they  would  have  said  so 
in  the  lease,  and  would  also  have  provided  for  its  cost,  loca- 
tion, &c.  So  long  as  Dickinson  remained  the  sole  lessee, 
therefore,  the  lessors  not  only  had  the  right,  but  it  was  their 
duty  to  place  the  hoisting  apparatus  in  the  old  hoistway, 
when  required  to  build  it.  Nor  were  the  rights  and  duties  of 
the  lessors,  in  this  regard,  at  all  changed  by  the  sub-letting 
of  a  portion  of  the  premises  to  these  defendants  or  of  the 
remaining  portion  of  other  sub-tenants. 

The  lessors  stood  in  the  same  position  in  relation  to  all  the 

tenants,  collectively,  which  they  occupied  in  regard  to  the 

original  lessee,  although  their  duty  to  erect  the  apparatus  was 

to  be  performed  upon  the  requisition  of  the  defendants  alone. 

Vol.  XLV  48 
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It  follows,  therefore,  that  when  the  injunction  was  obtained 
the  plaintiflFs  had  a  perfect  right  to  complete  the  erection  of  the 
hoisting  apparatus  in  the  old  hoistway,  although  such  erection 
there  would  seriously  obstruct  the  only  entrance  to  the  defend- 
ants' portion  of  the  building. 

The  latter  ought,  perhaps,  to  have  foreseen  all  that,  and 
provided  for  a  new  entranceway  in  their  lease  from  Dickin- 
son. It  is  sufficient  to  say,  however,  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
not  bound  to  do  it  by  their  lease. 

But  the  agreement  of  the  19th  of  March  materially  modi- 
fied the  provisions  of  the  original  lease  touching  the  hoisting 
apparatus  and  essentially  changed  the  relative  position  of  the 
parties.  By  that  agreement  it  was,  in  effect,  mutually  stipu- 
lated that  the  work  upon  the  hoisting  apparatus  should  be 
suspended  until  a  new  stairway  and  entrance  should  be  pro- 
vided for  the  defendants  and  made  ready  for  use,  and  the 
latter  undertook  and  promised  to  pay  the  rent  for  such  appa- 
ratus from  and  after  the  23d  of  March  if  the  same,  together 
with  such  new  entrance  and  stairway,  should  be  completed 
within  a  reasonable  time. 

It  is  important  to  consider,  therefore,  what  the  parties 
understood  by  those  words  of  limitation,  "  reasonable  time," 
in  the  new  agreement. 

The  referee  was  quite  right  in  holding,  as  he  did,  that  the 
intention  of  the  parties  in  this  matter  was  to  be  gathered 
from  all  the  circumstances  bearing  upon  the  subject  under 
which  they  contracted.  But  he  appears  to  have  erred  in 
assuming  that,  at  the  time  the  agreement  was  made,  the  par- 
ties contemplated  the  necessity  of  a  purchase  by  the  plaintife, 
from  the  tenants  of  the  ground  floor,  of  the  right  to  construct 
a  new  passageway  to  the  premises  of  the  defendants,  and  that 
negotiations  for  such  purchase  were  carried  on  until  October. 
For,  not  only  is  that  assumption  unsupported  by  the  evidence 
in  the  case,  but  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  clearly  shows 
that  both  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants  believed,  when  the 
contract  was  made,  and  until  long  afterwards,  that  Ayer  & 
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Co.  had  a  legal  right  to  constmct  such  passageway,  irrespec- 
tive of  any  objection  or  consent  on  the  part  of  Amidown  & 
Go.  The  defendant  Kobbe  testified  that  he  did  not  know 
when  the  agreement  of  the  19th  of  March  was  entered  into ; 
that  the  contemplated  new  entrance  could  not  be  got  except 
by  consent  of  Amidown ;  nor  does  the  witness  so  understand 
it;  and  he  knew  nothing  whatever  of  subsequent  negotia- 
tions between  Ayer  &  Co.  and  Amidown. 

Mr.  Amidown  testified  that  frequent  discussions  were  had 
between  Ayer  &  Co.  and  himself  prior  to  March,  1868,  which 
were  continued  up  to  October,  in  which  Ayer  &  Co.  claimed 
that  they  had  a  legal  right  to  construct  a  new  passageway  for 
the  defendants  over  the  premises  of  Amidown  &  Co.,  and 
would  assert  that  right  by  force  if  necessary ;  and  the  latter 
denied  such  right,  and  that  no  offer  of  a  money  compensation 
for  permission  to  construct  such  entranceway  was  made  to 
Amidown  &  Co.  previous  to  October,  1868,  when  they  granted 
the  right.  Mr.  Birdseye,  one  of  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs, 
testified  that  he  frequently  and  almost  weekly  saw  and  con- 
versed with  Amidown  &  Co.  and  their  counsel  between 
March  and  October  touching  the  claims  of  those  parties; 
that  during  those  interviews  he  told  Amidown  that  he  should 
advise  his  clients  to  go  oh  and  put  in  the  new  entranceway ; 
and  Amidown  said  he  would  resist  such  attempt  with  a  strong 
hand ;  and  that  during  all  that  time  he  "  never  heard  of  any 
such  thing  as  that  Mr.  Amidown  would  consent  to  take 
money  for  allowing  the  doorway  there ;"  that  he  did  not  hear 
of  any  such  thing  being  talked  aboi^it  or  negotiated  for  till 
just  about  the  time  when  the  agreement  of  October  17, 1868, 
was  entered  into,  and  that  the  subject  of  his  frequent  discus- 
sions with  Amidown  &  Co.  and  their  counsel  was,  not  a 
money  compensation,  but  the  legal  rights  of  Amidown  &  Co. 
and  the  plaintiffs  respectively.  Mr.  Crosby,  the  law  partner 
of  the  last  mentioned  witness,  testified,  substantially,  to  the 
same  effect ;  and  so  did  Mr.  Ely,  one  of  the  plaintiffs. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence,  therefore,^ that  the  parties 
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to  the  agreement  of  the  19th  of  March  did  not,  nor  did  either 
of  them,  contemplate  that  a  purchase  of  the  right  to  construct 
the  new  entranceway  by  the  plaintiffs  would  be  necessary  to 
enable  them  to  perform  that  act  and  erect  the  hoistway  appa- 
ratus, and  that  no  considerable  portion  if  any  part  of  the 
seven  months  which  elapsed  between  the  making  of  the 
agreement  of  March  and  the  final  completion  of  the  work 
was  employed  by  Ayer  &  Co.  in  negotiating  for  the  right  to 
construct  the  contemplated  new  entranceway ;  and  it  follows 
that  his  conclusion,  based  upon  the  contrary  hypothesis,  that 
the  entranceway  and  apparatus  were  constructed  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  the  making  of  the  contract,  and  that 
the  plaintiflfe  were  therefore  entitled  to  recover  rent  for  the 
apparatus  between  the  23d  of  March,  1868,  and  the  final 
completion  of  the  hoisting  apparatus,  was  erroneous. 

The  claim  of  recoupment  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  for 
damages  because  of  the  failure  of  the  plaintiffs  to  construct 
the  apparatus  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  making  of  the 
agreement  of  the  19th  of  March,  does  not  appear  to  be  estab- 
lished by  the  evidence. 

The  agreement,  in  effect,  prohibited  them  from  erecting 
the  apparatus  unless  they  also  furnished  the  defendants  with 
a  new  entranceway,  and  it  did  not  require  the  plaintiffs  abso- 
lutely to  furnish  such  entranceway,  but  it  was  left  by  the  con- 
tract wholly  optional  with  them. 

The  error  of  the  reteree,  therefore,  only  affects  the  rights 
of  the  parties  in  so  far  as  concerns  the  extent  of  the  plaintiffs' 
claim,  and  that  ought  to  be  reduced  by  deducting  from  the 
judgment  the  amount  allowed  by  the  referee  for  the  rent  of  the 
hoisting  apparatus,  from  the  23d  of  March  to  the  time  when 
it  was  completed  and  ready  for  use.  If  the  plaintiffs  consent 
to  make  that  reduction,  the  judgment,  so  modified,  should  be 
afl&rmed,  with  costs  of  this  appeal  to  the  defendants ;  if  not, 
the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  the  report  of  the  referee 
and  the  order  of  reference  vacated,  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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It  may  be  added,  that  the  decision  of  the  referee  touching 
the  suflSciency  of  the  apparatus  cannot  properly  be  difltnrbed, 
and  he  appears  to  have  committed  no  substantial  error  in  the 
conduct  of  the  trial. 

Van  Voest,  J.,  concurred, 

MoNELL,  J, — I  concur  with  the  chief  justice,  that  the 
entranceway  was  not  constructed  within  a  reasonable  time ; 
that  the  failure  to  do  so  was  a  breach  of  the  plaintiffs'  agree- 
ment with  the  defendants,  and  that  the  plaintifiEs  should  not 
recover  rent  therefor  for  any  period  anterior  to  its  full  com- 
pletion. 

But  I  think  the  chief  justice  is  in  error  in  holding  that  the 
damages  which  the  defendant  claims  to  have  sustained,  by 
reason  of  the  breach  of  the  contract  by  the  plainti£&,  is  not  the 
subject  of  counter-claim  or  recoupment  They  were  damages 
for  the  breach  of  the  %ame  contract,  and,  therefore,  within 
the  definition  of  counter-claim  {GodSy  §  150). 

As  the  referee  determined  that  the  work  was  done  within 
a  reasonable  time,  he  necessarily  overruled  the  entire  defense, 
as  well  the  counter-claim  as  that  the  plaintiQs  should  have 
no  rent  for  the  entranceway. 

It  is  not  necessary,  therefore,  to  look  at  the  evidence  of 
damage.  The  conclusion  of  the  referee,  as  a  matter  of  law^ 
overruling  the  counter-claim  on  the  ground  that  the  work 
was  done  in  a  reasonable  time,  having  been  erroneous,  it  is  to 
be  assumed  that  he  did  not  overrule  it  as  being  unsupported 
by  evidence. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  set  aside,  order  of  reference 
vacated  and  new  trial  granted,  with  costs  to  the  appellant  to 
abide  event. 
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SUPKEME  COURT. 

Clinton  Delemateb,  appellant,  agt.  Benjamin  Bush, 

respondent. 

While  in  deeds  and  other  instruments  a  party  may,  for  certain  purposes, 
prove  the  consideration  to  have  been  different  firom  that  expressed,  such 
evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  an  offreemerU  or  covenant  to  pay 
a  certain  sum. 

The  principle  that  previous  oral  negotiations  are  merged  in  the  writing  is 
also  a  reason  why  such  proof  should  not  be  admitted  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  or  mistake. 

Where,  in  an  action  upon  a  written  agreement,  thq  oral  evidence  disclosed 
that  the  parties  to  the  action,  between  themselves,  fixed  $450  as  the  sum 
to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  as  rent  for  a  stone  quarry  entirely  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  from  another  person  a  portion  of  that  sum,  when 
as  between  themselves  $250  was  all  that  was  to  be  paid  by  the  defend- 
ant,— Edd^  that  if  this  was  true,  it  was  a  fraud  which  a  party  was  not 
allowed  to  set  up  as  a  defense. 

Third  Department^  General  Term. 

Argued  at  Albany ^  Janua/ry^  1872,  and  decided  a;t  Schenec- 
tady,  Jtme,  1872. 

Before  Milleb,  P.  J,^  and  Potteb  and  Johnson,  JJ. 

This  action  was  tried  at  the  Greene  circuit,  and  resulted  in 
a  verdict  for  defendant.  Judgment  for  costs  being  entered, 
an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  general  term  upon  a  case  and 
exceptions.  The  facts  will  more  fiilly  appear  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court. 

James  W.  Hiseebd  &  A.  M.  08B0BN,y<?r  the  appella/nt 
Chables  T.  Bouton  &  D.  K.  OLNEY,ybr  respondent. 

By  the  Cowrt^  Potteb,  J, — Action  upon  an  article  of  agree- 
ment with  covenant  to  pay  $450  for  rent  of  a  stone  quarry, 
balance  due  $200. 
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Ist.  Evidence  was  admitted  against  objectioixand  exception^ 
that  the  sum  to  be  paid  was  $250,  and  not  $450,  mentioned 
in  the  agreement. 

I  think  this  was  error.  While  in  deeds  and  some  other 
instruments  you  may,  for  certain  purposes,  prove  the  con- 
siderations to  be  different  from  that  expressed,  it  is  not 
admissible  to  contradict  an  agreement  or  covenant  to  pay  a 
certain  sum.  The  case  was  tried  upon  this  theory,  and  by  it . 
a  verdict  given  for  defendant. 

So,  too,  the  principle  that  previous  oral  negotiations  are 
merged  in  the  writing  is  a  reason  why  such  proof  should  not 
be  admitted  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake. 

2d.  The  oral  evidence  disclosed  that  the  parties  to  the  action 
between  themselves  fixed  $450  as  the  sum  to  be  paid  entirely 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  from  another  party  a  portion  of 
that  sum,  whereas  as  between  themselves  $250  was  all  that  was 
to  be  paid  by  defendant. 

If  this  was  true,  it  was  a  fraud  which  a  party  is  not  allowed 
to  set  up  in  defense. 

The  judgment  should  be  set  aside,  new  trial  ordered,  costs 
to  abide  the  event. 


88*        NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Benedict  agt.  De  Groot. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

'  Eli  Benedict,  respondent,  agt.  William  H.  Db  Geoot  et  al. 

appellants. 

Where  the  plahitiff  is  shown  to  be  a  Ixmafde  holder  of  the  promissoiy  note 
sued  on,  and  entitled  to  recover,  it  is  not  error  for  the  judge  to  refuse  to 
submit  the  case  to  the  jury,  although  the  note  was  impeached. 

J%me  terrriy  1867. 

Geoveb,  J, — The  refusal  of  the  judge  to  submit  the  case 
to  the  jury  was  not  error.  The  note  was  entirely  impeached. 
Although  it  was  proved  that  William  De  Groot  made  the 
note  in  the  name  of  his  firm,  for  a  purpose  not  authorized 
by  the  partnership,  yet  it  appeared  to  have  been  discounted 
by  the  Exchange  Bank  without  any  notice  of  such  fact  before 
maturity.  The  plaintiff,  at  maturity,  purchased  the  note  of 
the  bank.  He  was  not  a  party  to  the  note,  and  had  no 
interest  in  it  prior  to  such  purchase.  Under  these  facts  he 
acquired,  by  his  purchase,  all  the  rights  of  the  bank.  The 
bank  was  a  lonafde  holder,  and  the  plaintiff,  by  his  purchase 
from  it,  acquired  its  rights  as  such,  and  was,  therefore,  entitled 
to  a  verdict  for  the  amount  of  the  note.  Such  a  verdict  was 
.rendered  by  direction  of  the  court.  This  was  correct.  This 
disposes  of  all  the  questions  raised  upon  the  trial  as  to  the 
competency  of  evidence.  None  of  these  questions  had  any 
relation  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 
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N,  T.  SUPREME  OOUET. 

GiLBEBT  J.  BoGEET,   appellant,  agt.  Livonia  A.   Gulick, 

respondent. 

1.  A  married  woman  conducting  a  separate  business  in  her  own  name  and 
on  her  own  account  through  or  by  her  husband  as  her  agent,  in  which 
business  notes  were  issued  payable  at  a  bank  for  the  purpose  of  tliat 
business,*  is  not  liable  on  a  note  issued  by  such  agent  in  her  name,  which 
was  diverted  from  or  not  used  in  that  business,  even  at  the  suit  of  a  boTui 
fde  holder,  who  took  the  note  under  the  representation  that  the  note 
arose  on  a  fkir  business  transaction. 

2.  It  does  not  help  the  holder  of  said  note  to  show  that  the  wife  conducted 
business  on  her  own  account  and  in  her  own  name,  nor  that  her  hus- 
band, as  her  agent,  carried  on  the  same,  nor  that  the  representations  as 
to  the  business  character  of  the  note  in  question  were  made  to  the  plain- 
tiff. It  comes  back  to  this,  was  the  note  made  or  negotiated  in  respect  to 
the  business  or  separate  estate  of  the  defendant  ?  If  not,  it  is  void.  The 
legal  incapacity  of  married  women  to  make  valid  contracts  is  the  same 
now  as  it  was  before  our  late  statutes,  unless  the  contracts  relate  to  their 
business  or  separate  estate.  Except  as  to  her  business  and  her  separate 
estate,  the  attempted  obligations  of  a  married  woman  are  void. 

General  Term,  First  District. 

Before  Inoraham  and  Fanoher,  JJ. 

This  is  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  for  $395.81,  dated 
New  York,  8th  July,  1869,  at  four  months,  to  order  of  M.  J. 
O'Leary  &  Co.,  and  indorsed  by  them  and  Henry  B.  Ogden 
and  Timothy  Cohalen. 

The  defendant's  name  was  signed  to  the  note  by  her  hus- 
band as  her  agent.  The  defendant  then  was  and  still  is  a 
married  woman,  the  wife  of  Egbert  Gulick. 

The  note  was  made  and  handed  to  Timothy  Cohalen,  to  be 
by  him  delivered  to  the  Travelers'  Insurance  Co.,  in  payment 
of  the  first  annual  premium,  for  an  insurance  policy  on  the 
Vol.  XLV  49 
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life  of  Egbert  Gulick,  to  be  issued  by  said  company  to  said 
Egbert  Gulict,  in  case  that  company,  who  had  examined  said 
Gulick,  should  conclude  to  issue  said  policy.  No  policy  was 
issued.    Oohalen  diverted  the  note  to  his  own  use. 

No  consideration  whatever  was  received  by  defendant  for 
said  note,  nor  was  it,  nor  were  the  proceeds,  applied  to  the 
benefit  of  the  defendant's  separate  estate,  or  used  in  her  busi- 
ness. She  conducted  in  her  own  name  the  business  of  malt- 
ing grain  at  Starkey,  Yates  county ;  but  was  never  indebted 
to  Ogden  or  Gohalen. 

Such  business  was  carried  on  for  her  by  her  husband,  as 
her  agent.  In  that  business  her  notes  were  sometimes  made, 
and  were  payable  at  the  First  National  Bank  of  Oanandaigua, 
where  she  kept  her  bank  account.  The  plaintiff  purchased 
the  note  before  maturity,  and  at  the  time  of  such  purchase 
the  holder  represented  to  him  that  the  note  Was  a  bona  fide 
note,  given  for  a  fair  business  transaction.  The  plaintiff  had 
no  notice  of  the  facts  touching  the  origin  of  the  note. 

It  is  also  found  by  the  court  below  that  the  husband  and 
agent  of  the  defendant  came  down,  with  the  consent  of  his 
wife  (the  defendant),  to  get  his  life  insured;  that  he  was 
examined,  and  the  agents  of  the  company  told  him  they 
would  insure  him  for  five  years,  but  would  consult  over 
insuring  him  for  life ;  that  he  made  this  note  and  gave  it  to 
Gohalen,  who  acted  as  the  agent  of  the  husband  for  procuring 
on  his  behalf  the  policy,  and  who  had  introduced  him  to  the 
company,  as  the  payment  for  the  first  year's  premium,  and 
Cohal&n  was  to  forward  to  him  the  policy.  When  the  husband 
returned  home  he  informed  his  wife  of  what  he  had  done,  to 
which  she  made  no  objection.  The  policy  was  not  issued  nor 
forwarded  to  him,  but  the  note  was  converted  by  Gohalen  to 
his  own  use  and  sold  to  the  plaintiff,  who  took  the  same 
without  notice  of  the  want  of  consideration  thereof  or  of  its 
misapplication. 

The  judge  at  the  circuit  dismissed  the  complaint,  to  which 
&e  plaintiff  excepted,  and  after  judgment  he  appealed. 
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DsNiins  MoMahon,  for  the  a^eUarU^  contended : 

1.  That  the  respondent,  although  a  married  wom^n,  was 
engaged  in  a  business  as  manufacturer  of  malt,  in  Starkly, 
Yates  county,  N.  Y.,  which  was  carried  on  for  her  and  in  her 
name,  by  her  husband,  as  her  agent.  Notes  were  given  by 
such  agent  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  payable  at  the  Can- 
andaigua  banks. 

2.  By  the  express  provisions  of  the  acts  of  1860  and  1862, 
although  a  married  woman,  yet  for  the  operation  of  that  busi- 
ness she  would  be  treated  as  ^feme  sole^  and  subject  to  all  the 
liabilities  of  a  single  woman  of  competent  age  {Com.  Ed,  Ins, 
Co.  agt.  Bahcock^  42  N.  Y.  R.y  p.  626  /  Abbey  agt.  Deyo^  44 
id.jp.  343/  Adams  agt.  Curtis,  4  Lansing,  p.  164). 

3.  She  had  a  right  to  employ  her  husband  as  her  general 
agent  in  that  business.  If  she  were  a.  feme  sole  as  to  that  busi- 
ness, her  husband,  as  her  agent,  was  like  unto  any  general  agent 
of  a  person  competent  to  contract  His  acts  within  the  scope 
of  his  agency  would  bind  her  {Owen  agt.  Cawley,  36  N,  Y. 
R.,  p.  600). 

4.  If  a  note  was  issued  by  such  husband,  as  her  agent  in  her 
name,  payable  at  the  same  bank  as  the  notes  used  in  that  busi- 
jiees  were  made  payable  at,  in  a  bona  fide  holder's  hands,  such 
note  onght  to  be  good,  even  though  it  subsequently  appeared 
that  the  same  was  not  issued  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  busi- 
ness. 

Because: 

1st.  The  acts  of  1860  and  1862,  as  to  that  business,  say  she 
is  a  feme  sole.  Notes  in  her  name  were  customarily  issued 
for  the  purposes  of  that  business. 

2d.  How  could  a  bona  fide  holder  tell  what  are  not  the 
notes  issued  in  the  business  or  out  of  it,  if  on  their  face  they 
bear  the  same  external  indicia  f 

5.  A  married  woman  carrying  on  a  separate  business  can- 
not be  considered  a  feme  sole,  so  far  as  her  obligations  are 
concerned,  notwithstanding  the  express  language  of  the  acts 
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of  1860  and  1862,  if  in  a  bona  fide  holder's  hands  her  notes 
are  invalidated  because  of  the  coverture. 

6.  If  she  vsrere  a  single  vs^oman  of  competent  age  carrying 
on  that  business  through  an  agent,  she  would  be  liable  on  her 
note  issued  by  such  agent  (if  it  was  the  usual  course  of  her 
business  for  her  agent  to  issue  such  notes),  which  note  had  got 
into  a  bona  fide  holder's  hands,  even  though  diverted  from  the 
intended  purpose  of  its  issue  {Rockwell  agt.  Charles^  2  IliUy 
499;  Wardell  agt  RnghsB^  3  Wend,^  418;  Purchase  agt. 
Mattisony  6  Duer^  587;  Coddington  agt.  Bay^  20  Johns.^ 
637 ;   Watson  agt.  Cabotj  5  Sand/.,  423). 

7.  Then  if  the  statute  makes  her  a  fevne  sole^  her  liability 
would  be  the  same  as  that  of  a  feme  sole.  Anj  other  con- 
struction would  invalidate  the  statute  and  its  l^neficial  ope- 
ration. 

8.  The  case  at  bar,  so  far  as  the  diversion  of  the  note  and 
the  failure  of  consideration  is  of  no  consequence  if  the  respond- 
ent be  considered  a  feme  sole  as  to  her  separate  business ; 
otherwise  the  policy  of  the  law  will  be  frustrated, 

A  case  is  here  presented  of  a  general  agent  issuing  mercan- 
tile paper,  on  its  face  of  a  business  character,  thereby  imposing 
on  the  public ;  and  the  principal  then  seeking  to  escape  from 
its  recovery  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder  by  proof  that 
tlie  note  was  that  of  a  married  woman,  issued  without  con- 
sideration or  benefit  to  her  separate  estate  {see  opinion  of 
Geover,  e/.,  p.  233,  46  iT.  Y.j  Warner  agt.  Warner).  The 
policy  of  the  law  would  rather  be  that  a  married  woman  who 
conducts  a  separate  business,  in  which  she  issues  such  paper, 
18  bound  by  thje  same  in  the  hands  of  bona  fide  holders  as 
other  business  people  are. 

9.  The  facts  found  show  that  the  note  in  question  had  a 
business  inception,  viz.,  made  to  pay  an  annual  premium  on 
a  life  policy  to  be  issued.  This  was  done  by  the  authority  of 
the  wife,  viz. : 

(a.)  She  knew  her  husband  was  coming  down  to  get  his 
life  insured  and  consented  to  it. 
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(5.)  "When  he  told  her  what  he  had  done,  viz.,  giving  the 
note,  &c.,  she  did  not  object  to  it  {Hanson  agt.  American  T,^ 
L.  and  S.  L  Co.,  46  N.  F.,  at  674). 

That  insurance  was  a  matter  of  benefit  to  the  wife,  being  of 
her  husband's  life ;  it  benefited  her  separate  estate.  Also, 
because  her  husband  conducted  the  separate  business  of  the 
wife  as  her  agent.  The  wife  has  always  an  insurable  interest 
in  her  husband's  life  {Baker  agt.  Mutual  Inav/rance  Co,,  43 
N.  F.,  282). 

J.  W.  Feeteb,/!?^  respondent, 

L  The  defendant  being  a  married  woman,  a  promissory 
note  made  by  her  is  void. 

The  negotiable  promissory  note  of  a  feme  covert  is  abso-  ^ 

lutely  void    {Yamdenhv/rgh  agt.  Hoffmam,,  15  Barh.,  28;  • 

Edwards  on  BUls,  66-68).  The  statutes  of  1848-49  do  not 
remove  the  incapacity  which  prevents  her  from  contracting 
debts ;  her  promissory  note  is  void,  as  it  always  was,  by  the 
rules  of  the  common  law  {Yale  agt.  Dederer,  1%  If,  Y.y  272, 
273). 

n.  The  provisions  of  the  acts  of  1849  and  1860  show  that 
the  legislature  has  not  even  now  intended  to  remove  the 
common  law  disability  of  married  women  to  bind  them- 
selves by  their  contracts  at  large. 

To  be  obligatory  upon  them  or  tlieir  estates  under  our 
latest  statute,  their  contracts  must  relate  entirely  to  their 
separate  property,  or  to  the  particular  trade  or  business  in 
which  they  are  engaged.  The  intention  to  charge  the  sepa- 
rate estate  must  be  stated  in  the  contract  itself,  or  the  con- 
sideration must  be  one  going  to  the  direct  benefit  of  the 
estate  ( Yale  agt.  Dederer,  22  N.  Y.,  460 ;  Com  Exchange 
Bk,  agt.  Bdbcock,  4ci^  id,,  632 ;  see  Eabl's  opinion,  642). 

Note  of  married  woman,  not  given  for  benefit  of  her  sepa- 
rate estate,  cannot  by  parol  be  made  a  charge  upon  it  {Deck 
agt.  Johnson,  2  Keyes,  348). 
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Fanohsb,  J, — The  defendant  did  not,  on  the  face  of  the 
'note,  charge  in  express  terms  her  separate  estate.  The  case 
of  Com  Exchange  Insuranoe  Corwpcmy  agt.  JSahcock  (42  JT. 
1^.,  613)  is  not,  therefore,  authority  against  her  defense. 
Had  she  made  the  note  a  charge  on  her  separate  estate,  by  its 
terms  she  might,  perhaps,  be  estopped  from  asserting  that  it 
was  not  given  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate  {Todd  agt. 
Amesy  60  Barh.^  462 ;  Foster  agt.  Conger^  61  id.y  147).  The 
note  itself  bears  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  charged  or 
intended  to  charge  her  separate  estate. 

It  is  clear,  upon  the  evidence,  that  the  note  was  not  used 
in  reference  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  business  or  separate 
estate  of  the  defendant.  It  does  not  help  the  plaintifiE  in 
show  that  she  conducted  business  on^her  own  account  and  in 
her  own  name,  nor  that  her  husband  as  her  agent  carried  on 
the  business,  nor  that  the  representations  as  to  tlie  business 
character  of  the  note  in  question  were  ma(le  to  the  plaintiff. 
It  comes  back  to  this,  was  the  note  made  or  negotiated  in 
respect  to  the  business  or  separate  estate  of  the  defendant  ? 
If  not,  it  is  void  ?  The  legal  incapacity  of  married  women  to 
make  valid  contracts  is  the  same  now  as  it  was  before  our  late 
statutes,  unless  the  contracts  relate  to  their  business  or  separate 
estates. 

Except  as  to  her  business  and  her  separate  estate,  the 
attempted  obligations  of  a  married  woman  are  void. 

By  virtue  of  the  statutes  of  1860  and  1862,  relative  to  the 
rights  of  married  women  {La/wa  of  1860,  eha/p.  90 ;  Laws  of 
1862,  chap,  172),  a  married  woman  may  make  bargains,  carry 
on  trade  or  business,  and  perform  labor  and  services,  on  her 
own  account,  and  for  her  exclusive  benefit,  as  if  she  were 
unmarried,  and  all  her  earnings  belong  to  her  as  her  sole  and 
separate  property  {Foster  agt.  Conger,  61  Ba/rh.y  146).  ^  But 
except  in  the  instances  where  the  transactions  concern  her 
separate  business  or  her  separate  estate,  her  obligations  are 
void. 

This  principle  has  been  often  asserted  {House  agt.  De  Witt, 
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63 Ba/rb.y  53 ;  Vandeniurg agt.  Hoffman^  15  id.^  28 ;  Edwards 
on  BiUSy  66,  68).  Our  statutes  have  not  removeji  from  mar- 
ried women  their  common-law  disabilities,  except  as  to  their 
transactions  in  their  separate  business  or  relating  to  their 
separate  estates  {Yale  agt.  Dederery  22  N,  Y,y  460;  Com 
JEicohange  Insurance  Co.  agt.  BabcocJcy  42  id.^  639 ;  Deck  agt. 
Johnaony  2  Keyes^  348). 

The  evidence  fully  warranted  the  finding  of  the  court,  that 
the  note  in  question  was  not  made  or  given  in  any  business  of 
the  defendant ;  that  neither  she  nor  the  separate  estate  derived 
any  benefit  therefrom  ^  that  no  consideration  was  received  by 
her  for  the  note ;  that  it  is  not  stated  in  the  note  that  she 
charged  or  intended  to  charge  her  separate  estate  with  the 
payment  thereof;  that  the  policy  was  not  issued,  to  procure 
which  the  note  was  made,  and  thaf  it  was  diverted  from  its 
intended  use  by  Cohalen,  who,  for  his  own,  benefit,  sold  it  to 
the  plaintiff. 

It  follows,  from  these  fistcts,  that  the  note  never  had  any 
validity  or  legal  inception,  and  it  is  absolutely  void.  At 
common  law  a  married  woman  cannot  be  a  party  to  a  bill  or 
note,  and  the  contracts  she  is  enablea  by  statute  to  make  are 
such  only  as  are  made  in  the  business  she  conducts  on  her 
own  account  or  such  as  relate  to  -her  separate  property. 

She  is  not  entitled  to  give  an  accommodation  note,  nor  one 
unconnected  with  her  separate  business  or  property,  and  a 
person  taking  such  a  note,  though  hona  fide^  and  for  value, 
cannot  recover  upon  it  against  her  {Com  Ex.  Ins.  Co.  agt. 
Babcocky  57  Ba/rh.y  227;  Scudder  agt.  Oove^  18  Ahh.  Pra^. 
JS.j  223;  Ebuse  agt.  Be  WiU^  63  Barky  53;  Kelso  agt, 
Tabery  52  id.y  125, 129). 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with 
costs. 
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N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Andrew  W.  Bilunqb  agt.  Wm.  Smith  O'Brien. 

The  purchase,  by  payment  in  advance,  of  the  fiiture  earnings  of  the  sala- 
ries of  the  officers  or  employes  of  the  United  States  government,  is  wid 
as  against  public  policy. 

It  is  also  in  direct  violation  of  the  act  of  congress  of  February  26, 1853. 

General  Term,  May,  1873. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  district  court, 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  for  the  third  judicial  district,  ren- 
dered on  the  verdict  of  a  jury  against  the  defendant,  for  the 
sum  of  $76.51,  and  holding  the  defendant  subject  to  arrest 
and  imprisonment  in  case  of  non-payment  of  the  judgment, 
pursuant  to  section  fifty  of  the  Laws  of  1857. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  "  purchaser  of  public  pay ;"  the  defend- 
ant was  an  inspector  of  customs,  in  the  employ  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States.  The  plaintiff  had  been  in  the 
habit  of  buying  the  pay  of  defendant  and  other  employes  of  the 
custom-house  and  of  the  government  of  the  United  States  since 
the  year  1869.  On  the  2d  day  of  September,  1872,  he  purchased 
a  portion  of  the  pay  of  the  defendant  for  that  montli,  paying  him 
in  advance.  The  defendant  was  to  earn  the  pay,  which  was 
not  payable  until  the  1st  day  of  October  following.  There 
was  no' paper  writing  between  the  parties,  either  in  the  nature 
of  a  sale  or  an  assignment  of  the  pay,  neither  was  there  any 
evidence  of  any  delivery  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  sale  or 
assignment.  The  defendant,  on  the  1st  October,  collected  the 
pay,  and  did  not  pay  it  to  the  plaintiff.     The  complaint  was : 

"  Complaint  for  conversion  of  $58.31,  collected  as  the  agent 
of  the  plaintiff,  on  the  30th  September,  1872."    Exceptions 
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were  taken  by  defendant's  counsel  on  the  trial  to  numerous 
admissions  and  refusals  to  admit  testimony,  to  a  denial  of  a 
motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  and  to  refusals  of  requests  to 
charge  the  jury,  which  appear  in  the  points  of  counsel  and  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

GsoBGE  F.  &  J.  0.  Julius  Langbein,  for  the  appeUant. 

I.  The  complaint  should  have  been  dismissed,  because  the 
contract  was  void, 'as  being  against  sound  public  policy  {Stone 
agt.  Lidderdaley  1  Anst,  Rej>.^  533 ;  McCarthy  agt.  Gould^ 
1  B,  cb  B.  jReps.j  387 ;  Da/vis  agt.  J)uke  of  Marlborough^  1 
Swanst.j  74 ;  Flarty  agt.  Odium,  3  T.  B.,  681-683 ;  Ba/nvick 
agt.  Beade,  1  IT.  Blk,,  627 ;  Lidderdale  agt.  Duke  of  Mon- 
trose and  Lord  Mulgrave,  Paymaster'  Generals  of  the  Army 
4  r.  B,;  Stuart  agt.  Tucker,  2  TT.  Blackst,  Beps,,  1137 
GhreenfeU  agt.  Beam,  and  Canons  of  Windsor,  2  Beav.,  544 
Arbuckle  agt.  Cowta^,  3  Bos.  dk  PuL.  Beps,,  321 ;  Jenhms 
agt.  Hooper,  19  Barb,,  435 ;  CoUyer  agt.  FaUon,  Turner^ s 
Reps.,  459 ;  Wells  agt.  Forster,  8  MeesorCs  cfe  WeUshy^s  Beps., 
149). 

That  the  contract  was  against  the  revenue  regulations  of 
the  United  States,  and  cited  "  BegulaUons  wider  Bevenue 
and  Collection  Laws  of  the  U.  S.,  1857,  sect.  608,  p.  328,  and 
sect.  612." 

That  two  intendments  are  obvious:  1st.  That  no  person 
employed  in  the  revenue  shall  receive  compensation  unless 
for  services  actually  rendered ;  2d.  That  the  fall  amount  of 
compensation  so  to  be  paid  shall  inure  to  his  own  exclusive 
use.    Per  Secretary  of  the  Treastm/  Guthrie. 

The  public  money  is  not  to  be  diverted  from  its  legitimate 
and  appropriate  object,  when  in  the  hands  of  a  public  agent 
for  disbursement  for  services  to  employes  of  the  government. 
To  state  such  a  principle  u  to  refute  it.  No  government  cam, 
sanction  it ;  at  all  times  it  would  be  found  embarrassing,  and, 
tmder  some  circumstances  it  might  befa;tal  to  thepuMic  ser- 
Vol.  XL V  60 


V 


894  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Billings  agt.  O^Brien. 

vice  {Supreme  Court  of  the  U.  /S.,  Jarmary  Term^  1846,  Mo- 
Kecm  Buchanan  agt.  James  Alexa/nder ;  Lord  Alvaklby, 
C.  e/.,  in  Arbuckle  agt.  Cowtan,  3  JBos.  <&  Pvl,  Eepa.y  321). 

The  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  was  for  a 
violation  of  the  contract  between  defendant  and  the  United 
States,  and  did  violate  and  impair  the  same.  The  govern- 
ment did  not  pay  in  advance,  before  the  money  was  earned ; 
the  plaintiff  paid  it  in  advance,  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
government.  This  is  against  public  policy,  as  it  tempts  the 
employe  to  indolence  and  idleness,  and  defeats  the  policy  and 
purpose  of  the  United  States  in  its  contracts  with  employee. 
It  also  tends  to  give  the  purchaser  of  public  pay  an  influence 
or  power  over  the  public  employe,  which  is  detrimental  to 
the  government  and  the  public.  Its  tendency  is  towards  cor- 
ruption. Such  a  contract  is  a  deception  upon  the  government 
and  a  fraud  upon  the  public  which  cannot  be  countenanced.  The 
law  will  not  permit  dishonest  views  aUd  practices  by  enabling 
an  individual  to  acquire,  through  the  medium  of  his  decep- 
tion, any  rights  or  interests  {NewUmd  on  Oonf/ractSy  352; 
ChiMy  on  ContracU^  Sd  ed.,  222 ;  1  F(yM.  Tr.  Eq.,  Zd  ed.y 
66;  1  Fonbl.  Tr.  Eq.y  6lJA (g^.,122,  and  notes;  1  Hmry  Block. 
Refp.,  322,  327,  465). 

The  manner  of  the  performance  of  the  contract  enters  into 
the  question  of  validity  as  to  public  policy  {Sedgwick  agt 
Stanton,  4  N.  Y. ;  4  Kern.,  291,  293). 

Public  policy  is  against  any  interference  with  public  ofiScers 
or  their  moral  or  political  duties,  or  the  natural  effect  of  which 
is  to  induce  a  neglect  of  duty  {Kevi  agt.  Leeman,  9  Ad,  dk 
EL.y  N,  S.,  371 ;  TToK  agt.  Cha/rlock,  8  N.  T.  Leg.  Ohs.y  230; 
MarahaU  agt.  B.  db  O.  R.  R.  Co.,  16  Him.  U.  S.,  314 ;  Wildy 
agt.  Collins,  7  Md.,  273 ;  Wood  agt.  McCann,  6  L>ana,  366 ; 
^CUppinger  agt.  Hepbaugh,  5  Watt.  <&  Sergt.,  315 ;  NonMm 
Bgt.'Cole,  3  Espin.  Rep.,  26Z;  Hart^field  agt.  Oolden,  7 
Watts,  159;  Kennett  agt.  Chambers,  14  Hmo.  U.  S.,  38; 
Chitty  on  Contracts,  664, 658, 659 ;  Denny  agt.  Lincoln,  5  Mass., 
885 ;  ChurchiU  agt.  Perkins,  5  Mass.,  541 ;  Lh/er  agt.  Butch- 
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msy  4  Mass.y  370 ;  Marshall  agt.  Qold^  2  Pick.y  284,  291 ; 
ITelson  agt.  MUford,  7  Fick.y  28 ;  1  /iS^ry  JEq,  Jur.,  sea,  209, 
<WM?  notes  :  Nmlamd  on  GontraotSy  p,  157 ;  Fowler  agt.  Arm- 
strongy  4  TFiawA.  <7ir.  Rep,y  297 ;  (7Ai%  cw  ContractSy  M  ed.y 
244 ;  11  Wheaty  258 ;  C%i%  on  ContractSy  10th  ed.y  p. 
730). 

Such  contracts  are  detrimental  to  the  purity  of  public 
employes  and  the  best  interests  of  a  republican  form  of  gov- 
ernment. A  nicer  distinction  as  to  public  policy  should  be 
taken  under  our  government  than  in  a  monarchial  form  of 
government.  The  policy  of  our  government  is  most  liberal 
towards  all  mankind ;  we  take  emigrants  from  all  nations, 
and  they  become  citizens.  The  good  and  the  bad  come  here, 
and  they  can  become  public  officials.  With  such  a  liberal 
policy,  there  must  be  a  strict  counter-balance.  The  integrity 
of  public  officials  and  the  good  of  the  public  must  be  watched 
with  jealousy,  and  anything  and  everything  which  in  the  least 
tends  to  the  detriment  of  the  official,  of  his  duty  or  employ- 
ment, or  of  the  public,  should  be  at  onee  struck  down. 

n.  The  salary  of  a  United  States  official  is  not  the  subject 
of  saley  not  at  least  without  the  assent  of  the  government  (2 
JBlack.  Com.y  446 ;  Ross  on  Vendors  cmd  PurchaserSy  Law 
ZiS.,  vol.y  12 ;  2  Kent  Com.y  &th  ed.y  p.  625 ;  William  agt. 
Berry  J  8  How.  U.  S.y  544 ;  ^oy^s  MammSy  chap.  42 ;  Shq>. 
Touch.y  244 ;  Webster's  Dictionary y  " Property y^  " Sala/ryy'* 
"  Money  y^  "  Commodity  y'^  "  Thing  ;"  Pothier  on  Contracts 
of  SaUy  p.  8 ;  Code  of  Procedurey  §  297 ;  Story  on  SaiUsy  Zd 
ed.y  192). 

in.  There  was  no  sufficient  assignment  to  make  a  legal 
assignment.  There  was  no  delivery  (2  Kent  Com.y  Zd  ed.y 
434 ;  9th  ed.y  576,  and  682,  684  and  685 ;  1  Parson  on  Cm.y 
4th  ed.y  197, 198 ;  White  agt.  Skinnery  23  Vt.y  531 ;  Palmer 
agt.  Merrilly  6  6WA.,  282 ;  Tempest  agt.  Fitzgeraldy  3  Ba/m. 
cfe  Ald.y  680 ;  Carter  agt.  Toussainty  5  id.y  ^55 ;  Dole  agt. 
Stimpsony  21  Pick.y  384 ;  Dickvnson  agt.  PhiUipSy  1  Barb. 
S.  C.y  454;  ffoyt  agt.  Story y  3  Barb.y  262 ;  Bare  a/nd  Wallace 
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Notes  to  Leading  Oases  in  Equity y  vol,  2,  part  2,  p,  233 ; 
Christmas  agt.  Griswold^  8  Ohio  State  E.,  658). 

IV.  The  plaintiflf  purchased  only  a  part  of  the  salary.  A 
part  of  a  chose  in  action  cannot  be  assigned  {CHbson&gt.  Cook, 
20  Pick,,  16 ;  MandeviUe  agt.  Welchy  5  Wheat.,  286 ;  Palmer 
agt.  MerrHly  6  C^A.,  fi84;  BuUard  agt.  Bacon,  1  Oray, 
605 ;  Bobbins  agt.  Bacon,  3  Oreenl.,  346,  350 ;  Oibson  agt. 
Fi/nley,  4  Marylwnd  Ch,  Beds,,  76 ;  Bodick  agt.  Gandell^  15 
.En^.  Zaio  tmrf  ^.,  222 ;  MandeviUe  agt.  TFi?ZcA,  7  Wheat., 
277 ;  opinion  of  Welles,  e/.,  m  i^i^Zrf  agt.  Mayor,  6  iV^.  T"., 
2a&Z(/.,  (»^^.  188). 

y.  None  but  a  court  of  equity  had  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
the  contract,  if  valid.  A  justice  of  a  district  court  has  no 
equity  powers,  and  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  alleged  assign- 
ment or  sale  (2  Black.  Com.,  396,  397;  BreoertorCs  Case, 
Dyer,  306 ;  Coke  on  Littleton,  232,  6  N.  0. ;  TJ.  S.  agt. 
Buford,  3  Pet.,  30 ;  Chitty  on  Contracts,  10th  ed.,  131  io 
136,  and  139 ;  NewUmd  on  Contracts,  109,  122 ;  Field  agt. 
Mayor,  6  N.  T.,  2  Seld.,  179,  184,  187 ;  Mitchell  agt.  Win- 
slow,  2  Story,  630;  Langton  agt.  Horton,  1  ^are,  549;  2 
4Sif(?ry  ^j.  e/w.,  §§  1040  to  1055). 

VI.  That  the  transaction  amounted  in  law  merely  to  a  loan 
of  money,  and  the  evidence  showed  this.  It  was  a  sale  in  the 
nature  of  a  loan,  and  the  discount  taken  by  plaintiff  being 
about  twenty  per  cent,  it  was  usury. 

VII.  The  evidence  does  not  make  out  a  conversion,  nor  is 
this  a  case  of  conversion  at  all.  It  was  a  mere  breach  of 
trust.  A  principal  cannot  empower  an  agent  to  do  what  he 
himself  cannot  do.  Plaintiff  could  not  collect  the  salary,  and 
could  not  empower  defendant  to  collect  it  for  him. 

Samuel  Jones  dk  Howabd  ELLis,yi?r  respondent. 

I.  That  there  was  no  statute  of  the  United  States  rendei^ 
ing  the  assignment  void  [Acts  of  congress  <?/^1846;  9  U.  S. 
Stat,  at  Large,  41 ;  and  the  act  of  1853 ;  10  U.  S.  Stat,  at 
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Large^  170 ;  BrigfMy  Dig.,  1789  to  1867,  132,  tender  th% 
head  of  daima),  simply  aflfect  the  relation  of  the  parties  to  the 
government,  and  shall  transfer  no  title,  right,  demand  or  claim 
against  the  United  States,  but  for  any  such  purpose  shall  be 
void  and  invalid.  They  do  not  go  to  the  extent  of  affecting 
the  relation  between  the  assignor  and  assignee,  nor  do  they 
make  the  assignment  as  between  them  void. 

II.  The  pay  was  assignable ;  there  was  a  possibility  coupled 
with  an  interest  which  was  assignable  {Brackett  agt.  Blake, 
48  Mass,  a.  [7  Mef] ,  335 ;  MvUviUe  agt.  Quinn,  67  id. 
[1  Oray^ ,  105 ;  Qa/rdner  agt.  Hoey,  35  id.  [18  Pic*.] ,  168 ; 
Crouch  agt.  Martiny  2  Verm.,  594 ;  JField  agt.  The  Mayor, 
6  iT.  r.,  179). 

III.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  rule  before  the  Code, 
whatever  operated  as  an  assignment  according  to  the  princi- 
ples of  equity,  and  would  formerly  have  been  upheld  in  a 
court  of  equity  as  an  assignment,  must  now  in  all  coubts  of 
this  state  be  upheld  ^d  recognized  as  an  assignment,  and 
cited  sections  69,  111,  64,  149,  sec.  48  of  chap.  344  of  Laws 
of  1857 ;  Laws  of  157,  vol.  1,  707. 

The  defendant,  having  collected  the  money,  was  bound  to 
pay  it  over  to  the  plaintiff.  An  action  for  money  had  and 
received  {Buel  agt.  Boughton,  2  Denio,  91). 

IV.  The  title  to  the  money  was  in  plaintiff.  Defendant 
received  the  money  as  agent  of  plaintiff  in  a  fiduciary  capa- 
city, and  was  liable  to  arrest  {Sec.  16,  chap.  344,  712,  vd.  1). 

V.  The  English  cases  as  to  public  policy  where  the  assign- 
ment of  the  pay  was  held  void,  the  assignees  were  either 
army  or  navy  officers,  and  were  made  to  keep  up  the  grandeur 
and  dignity  of  the  greatest  nation  on  the  earth, — Great 
Britain  {OreenfaU  agt.  The  Dean  and  Commons  at  Windsor, 
2  Bea^ens,  544).  The  doctrine  has  never  been  applied  to 
mere  subordinate  clerks,  book-keepers,  carmen,  &c.,  and  was 
not  recognized  in  Crotch  agt.  Martin  (2  Verm.,  595),  was 
regulated  by  stattite  (35  Mass.,  168).  Defendant  is  in  the 
public  employment,  but  in  no  sense  holds  a  public  office. 
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•  The  assignment  in  question  is  but  a  single  month's  pay, 
and  the  paying  of  the  month's  wages  at  the  beginning  instead 
of  the  end  of  the  month  ;  and  that  is,  the  whole  transaction 
is  not  prejudicial  to  the  recipient,  or  to  the  community,  or 
contrary  to  public  policy. 

Jiy  the  Courty  Robinson,  J, — This  was  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  of  the  third  district  court,  in  an  action  brought 
*^for  money  converted  by  the  defendant  to  his  own  use, 
received  by  him  as  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  to  the  amount 
of  fifty-eight  dollars  and  thirty-one  cents."  The  answer  was, 
firsts  a  general  denial ;  and,  second^  that  the  transaction  was 
void  as  against  public  policy.  The  plaintiff's  business  was 
that  "  of  purchasing  public  pay  and  claims  against  the  govern- 
ment." The  defendant,  at  the  time  of  this  transaction  (in 
1872),  was  an  inspector  in  the  New  York  (U.  S.)  custom- 
house, whose  pay  was  four  dollars  a  day,  payable  monthly. 
On  the  case,  as  presented,  it  appearci*  the  plaintiff  had,  on 
occasions  previous  to  September,  1872,  purchased  or  bar- 
gained for  the  purchase  of  defendant's  monthly  pay  or  salary, 
or  some  interest  therein  ;  and  on  the  second  day  of  Septem- 
ber fifty-five  dollars  and  seventy-four  cents  being  due  him  for 
an  existing  debt,  he  (as  he  testifies)  bought  of  defendant  his 
pay  for  the  month  of  September,  payable  on  the  first  of 
October,  for  the  sum  of  sixty-one  dollars  and  thirty-one  cents. 
Defendant  however,  in  October,  collected  the  whole  of  hit 
September  salary,  and  only  repaid  the  plaintiff  three  dollars 
on  account ;  so  that  plaintiff  claims  and  has  recovered  fifty- 
eight  dollars  and  thirty-one  cents  as  and  for  the  balance  of 
his  interest  in  those  moneys. 

The  alleged  transfer  was  not  in  writing,  nor  was  any  evi- 
dence of  the  claim  or  demand  against  the  government  accepted 
or  received  by  the  plaintiff,  nor  (so  far  as  I  can  discover  from 
the  testimony)  was  any  part  of  the  purchase-money  then,  or 
at  any  time,  paid  as  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds  (2  R. 
S.y  136,  §  3).    The  transaction,  as  testified  to,  was  entirely 
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by  i)arol,  and  no  act  was  shown  conformatorj  of  the  contract. 
Error  occurred  on  the  trial  and  in  rendering  the  judgment. 

First.  In  denying  defendant's  counsel  the  right,  on  cross- 
examination,  to  elicit  what  transpired  in  the  conversation 
that  occurred  when  the  transfer  was  alleged  to.  have  been 
made.  To  the  inquiry  of  plaintiff,  then  on  the  witness  stand, 
"What  then  took  place?"  he  answered  "I  told  Mr.  O'Brien 
that  I  should  expect  a  full  settlement  at  the  end  of  the 
month."  Q.  What  did  Mr.. O'Brien  say  to  you?  A.  He 
admitted  that  he  would  settle ;  I  saw  him  in  my  office.  Q. 
What  did  he  say  to  you  when  he  came  in  ?  A.  He  said  that 
was  all  he  could  give  me — five  dollars ;  next  he  said  that  was 
the  best  he  could  do ;  that  was  on  the  sale  of  the  month  pre- 
vious. Q.  What  did  Mr.  O'Brien  say  to  you,  and  what  did 
you  say  to  him,  when  the  transaction  with  regard  to  the 
alleged  sale  of  the  salary — of  his  salary  as  inspector  in  the 
custom-house  ?    (Objected  to ;  ruled  out ;  exception.) 

The  effort  of  the  defendant  to  elicit  from  the  plaintiff  the 
basis  of  his  claim  was  futile,  as  his  questions  were  evaded, 
and  that  directly  pointing  to  the  very  transaction  in  dispute 
was  excluded  by  the  justice. 

This  was  manifest  error. 

Secondly.  He  also  erred  in  refusing  to  dismiss  the  case  on 
the  ground  that,  according  to  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  he  does 
(did)  not  make  out  a  conversion  of  the  money  of  the  defend- 
ant according  to  the  rules  of  law. 

lat.  No  title  by  sale  was  proven  within  the  statute  of  frauds 
(2  R.  S.,  136,  %Z,8ub.2  and  3). 

2d,  If  shown  it  was  only  of  a  joint  interest  or  share,  but 
not  of  any  moneys  exdusivdy  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  and 
received  by  the  defendant  as  his  agent.  At  most  he  would 
have  a  right  to  participate  j?ro  rata  in  any  moneys  collected 
for  the  month's  salary  and  to  an  account,  or  to  recover  as  for 
violation  of  an  executory  contract  to  collect  the  whole  and 
pay  plaintiff  his  proportion  in  respect  to  which  in  neither 
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aspect  could  any  claim  for  oon/oeraion  of  moneys  received  in 
a  fiduciary  capacity  be  sustained. 

Thirdly.  The  alleged  sale  by  the  defendant  of  his  salary  as 
a  public  ofiScer,  previous  to  its  having  been  earned,  was  void 
as  against  public  policy  for  the  reason  that  such  an  act  tends 
to  diminish  the  responsibility,  independence  and  integrity  of 
the  officer,  and  impair  that  singleness  of  purpose  which  his 
duty  exacted. 

So  much  of  the  doctrine  of  the  English  courts  on  this  sub- 
ject as  is  founded  on  considerations  of  upholding  the  dignity 
of  the  government  or  the  state,  or  respectability  of  office 
growing  out  of  the  wealth  or  station  of  the  officer,  are 
undoubtedly  inapplicable  either  to  our  condition  of  society 
or  to  any  public  policy  incident  to  the  simple  forms  and 
requirements  of  a  republican  government;  that  neither 
requires  or  recognizes  any  such  aids  to  its  dignity  or  estima- 
tion. It  only  exacts  from  its  officers  an  honest  and  faithful 
devotion  to  the  performance  of  their  duties. 

But,  notwithstanding  the  difference  in  our  government 
from  that  of  England,  from  which  we  mainly  derive  our  laws, 
and  adopt,  as  by  inheritance,  the  principles  of  justice  that 
had  there  been  recognized  and  established  previous  to  our 
coming  into  existence  as  a  nation,  there  yet  remains  in  the 
considerations  that  influence  the  English  courts  in  condemn- 
ing the  sale  of  the  salary  of  a  public  officer,  while  accruing  or 
before  it  became  due,  the  important  one  first  above  stated,  - 
that  it  tended  to  impair  the  efficiency  of  the  officer  by  dimin- 
ishing his  interest  in  the  performance  of  his  duties,  and 
rendering  him,  to  a  great  extent,  the  mere  slave  or  servant 
of  his  creditor  or  assifi:nee  in  working  out  a  past  debtor 
obligation. 

In  private  transactions  wages  or  other  benefits  expected  to 
be  earned  or  realized  under  a  subsisting  employment  or  course 
of  dealing  may  be  assigned  {Orouch  agt.  Martmy  2  Venfi,^ 
595  ;  Thayer  agt.  Kellyj  28  id,^  20 ;  HaHZey  agt.  TapUy^  2 
Oray^  567 ;  Taylor  agt.  Lynch^  5  ic?.,  49 ;  Field  agt  Th$ 
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Mayor ^  cfee.,  of  New  Torky  6  N.  Z".,  179),  but  not  such  as  ' 
are  entirely  indefinite  and  in  expectancy  under  some  possible 
future  contract  {Emery  agt,  Lawrence^  8  Ouah.^  151 ;  Mulr 
^^  ^t-  Quinn,  1  Grayy  105 ;  Munsell  agt.  Lewis,  4  JBUly 
635).  A  pension  or  salary  accrued  for  past  services  may  be 
assigned,  but  on  grounds  of  public  policy.  One  made  or 
allowed  to  secure  to  the  state  the  performance  of  future  ser- 
vices or  duties  is  inalienable  {Flarty  agt.  Odium,  3  P.  B,, 
681 ;  Stone  agt.  Lidderdale,  2  Ath.,  533  ;  Davis  agt.  Duke 
of  Ma/rlboroughy  1  Swan,  79 ;  Cooper  agt.  ReiUy,  2  Sim,, 
590 ;  Palmer  agt.  Bate,  2  Brod,  db  B.,  673 ;  HUl  agt.  Paul, 
%  Ol.dk  Fin.,  307 j  Story  Eq.  Jur.,  §§  294,  1040  d,.tof;  1 
Pay«.  on  Cont,  194), "  it  being  contrary  to  the  public  policy  of 
the  law  that  a  stipend  to  one  man  for  future  services  should  be 
transferred  to  another  who  could  not  perform  them  "  {Barwick 
agt.  Bead,  1  H.  BL,  627),  "  the  reward  being  a  consideration 
for  some  continuing  duty  or  Service  "  ( Wells  agt.  Foster,  8 
Mees.  dk  Wells.,  148 ;  and  as  Lord  A vanley,  0.  J.,  says  in 
ArhucUe  agt.  Cowtcm,  31  Bos.  dk  Put.  328) :  "  It  is  now 
clearly  established  that  the  half-pay  of  an  officer  is  not  assign- 
able, and  unquestionahVy  any  salary  paid  for  the  petform/mce 
of  a  public  duty  ought  not  to  be  perverted  to  other  uses  than 
those  for  which  it  is  intended.^^ 

.  This  principle,  accepted  and  adopted  by  judges  Stoet  and 
Pabsons  in  their  elementary  treatises,  I  do  not  find  innovated 
upon  by  any  decisions  of  ^ny  courts  of  the  United  States, 
except  that  in  Braokett  agt.  Blake  (^  Met.,  335)  it  was  held,  in  7 
a  contest  between  creditors,  such  an  assignment  of  the  salary 
of  a  city  officer  would  prevail  as  against  an  attachment  by  a 
creditor  after  it  became  due ;  and  in  ^tate  Bank  agt.  Hastings 
(15  Wis.,  75),  where  it  was  held  by  a  divided  court  that  such 
an  assignment  of  the  accruing  salary  of  a  judge  was  valid, 
notwithstanding  his  subsequent  revocation  or  repudiation  of 
the  authority  he  had  given  for  its  collection  by  the  assignee. 
In  this  case  the  prevailing  opinion  assumes  that  the  doctrine 
of  the  English  cases  '^  was  not  applicable  to  the  condition 
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of  society,  or  to  the  principles  of  law  or  of  public  policj  in 
this  country,"  and  this  was  the  reason  assigned  for  disregard- 
ing them. 

This  conclusion  is  erratic  and  unsatisfactory,  and  furnishes 
no  substantial  ground  for  rejecting  the  authority  of  the  long 
line  of  decisions  referred  to  that  establish  the  invalidity  of 
the  assignment  of  the  accruing  salary  of  a  public  olBcer,  as 
against  public  policy,  for  the  just  and  considerate  reasons 
above  stated ;  but, 

Fourthly.  The  alleged  transfer  was  in  contravention  of 
the  policy  and  within  the  prohibition  of  the  act  of  congress 
of  February  26,  1853  (10  Sm.,  170 ;  Durdap's  Laws  U.  S., 
1367 ;  1  Bright^  132),  which  declares  ahy  transfer  of  any 
claim  upon  the  United  States,  or  any  part  or  share  therein, 
absolutely  null  and  void,  unless  the  same  shall  be  freely  made 
and  executed  in  the  presence  of  at  least  two  attesting  wit- 
nesses. ^^ After  the  allowance  ^such  claim,  the  ascertainment 
of  the  amount  due  and  the  issuing  of  a  warra/nt  for  the  pay- 
ment thereof." 

The  right  to  collect  the  monthly  salary  of  an  officer  under 
the  United  States  government  certainly  can  only  accrue  upon 
the  occurring  of  some  of  the  circumstances  or  conditions  of 
its  payment;  and  any  assignment,  in  anticipation  thereof,  is 
declared  wholly  void. 

The  subject  of  the  salary  of  its  officer  is  entirely  within 
the  control  of  such  laws  as  congress  may  pass  in  relation 
thereto ;  and  full  force  must  be  given  to  its  enactments,  with- 
out regard  to  such  principles  of  the  common  law  as  might 
prevail  in  respect  to  assignment  of  private  claims  or  demands. 

For  these  reasons  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

All  the  judges  concurred. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

David  Woolf,  appellant,  agt.  Aaron  Jacobs  and  Julius  G. 

Salhinqbb,  respondents. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  general  term,  on  an  appeal  firom  an  order  made  at 
special  term,  to  examine  anew  the  facts  and  law  on  which  the  order  was 
granted. 

Where  a  judgment  was  entered  in  June,  1869,  and  the  defendant,  in  his 
affidavit,  stated  that  in  March,  1870,  he  first  became  possessed  of  the  facts 
on  which  he  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered 
evidence,  and  on  the  ftirther  ground  of  falsehood,  fraud  and  perjuiy, 
but  delayed  his  motion  until  the  month  of  August  following,  the  defend- 
ant in  such  case  is  guilty  of  lachts^  and  his  motion  for  a  new  trial  should, 
on  that  ground,  have  been  denied. 

Where  eight  witnesses  in  their  affidavits  testified  to  declarations  and 
admissions  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  them,  which,  if  true,  showed  that 
the  judgment  which  the  plaintiff  recovered  against  the  defendants  had 
been  obtained  by  fraud  and  perjury,  it  was  hdd  that  such  alleged  decla- 
rations and  admissions  afforded  no  ground  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and 
to  grant  a  new  trial,  especially  wl^en  it  appeared,  as  it  did  in  this  case, 
that  the  parties  making  the  affidavits  had  perjured  themselves. 

Refiections  of  the  court  upon  the  moral  turpitude  this  case  presents,  and 
the  hope  indulged  that  it  is  an  isolated  one. 

General  Term^  July^  1872. 

Appeal  from  an  order  granting  a  new  trial. 

On  the  llth  day  of  Jane,  1867,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a 
judgment  against  the  defendant  for  $10,784.44,  founded  upon 
the  report  of  a  referee  after  a  lengthy  and  contested  trial 
upon  the  merits. 

On  the  17th  August,  1870,  the  defendant,  Aaron  Jacobs, 
moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered 
evidence,  and  on  the  further  ground  of  falsehood,  fraud  and 
perjury.    His  affidavit  was  accompanied  by  affidavits  made 
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by  Moses  Nelson,  Gustave  Nelson,  Joshua  Singer,  Jacob 
Ladner,  Frank  Copper,  Abraham  Levy,  Solonoion  Bernstein 
and  Fannie  Nelson,  all  testifying,  in  detail,  to  certain  admis- 
sions which  the  plaintiff  had  made  to  them  to  the  effect  that 
the  jjadgment  he  recovered  against  the  defendants  was  obtained 
by  fraud  and  perjury.  The  plaintiff  presented  counter 
affidavits. 

The  motion  was  heard  before  chief  justice  Bakboub,  who 
granted  a  new  trial,  the  judgment  to  stand  ss  security  and 
the  defendants  to  execute  a  bond  to  pay  all  future  costs 
attending  such  new  trial  in  a  sum  not  exceeding  $500.  The 
plaintiff  appealed  to  the  general  term  of  this  court,  and  the 
additional  facts  will  be  found  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

C.  Bainbridge  SmtTh,  of  ootmsel  for  the  plaintiff  and 

appeUarU. 
Du  Bois  Smtih,  aMomey. 

First.  The  affidavits,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  are 
absurd,  improbable  upon  their  face,  and  bear  the  impress  of  a 
bold  conspiracy  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  plaintiff.  A  gross 
deception  was  successfully  practiced  upon  the  court  below, 
and  in  its  design  and  accomplishment  it  displays  a  skill  and 
cunning  beyond  the  plane  of  laymen. 

Second.  If  the  alleged  statements  set  forth  in  the  moving 
affidavits  were  true,  the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  a 
new  trial.  Many  judgments  would  be  set  aside  if  it  only 
required  affidavits  to  prove  alleged  admissions  of  the  party  in 
whose  favor  a  judgment  had  been  recovered. 

Third.  Proof  of  the  admissions  and  declarations  of  parties 
is  the  most  unsatisfactory  species  of  evidence,  and  is  always 
scrutinized  and  received  with  caution  as  the  most  dangerous 
evidence  that  can  be  admitted  in  a  court  of  justice  {Malin 
agt.  Malin,  1  Wend.y  625  ;  Zaw  agt.  MerriUs^  6  irf.,  268). 

Fourth,  The  alleged  newly  discovered  evidence  is  cumulative. 
Cumulative  evidence  is  additional  evidence  of  the  same  kind. 
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If  the  newly  discovered  evidence  relates  to  any  fiwjt  proved  or 
contradicted,  whether  bearing  upon  issues  directly  or  collate- 
rally, it  is  cumulative  {Fleming  agt.  HaUenhach^  7  Bari*y 
271,  278 ;  Zeavy  agt.  Eoherta,  2  HiU,  286,  287,  288 ;  Bris- 
bane agt.  Adams^  1  Sandf.^  198 ;  Peck  agt.  -ffifor,  30  B(prhy 
665,  662). 

Fifth,  Newly  discovered  evidence  which  goes  merely  to 
impeach  the  credit  of  a  former  witness  examined  on  the  trial 
is  not  ground  for  the  granting  of  a  new  trial,  but  in  all  cases 
it  must  relate  to  some  nevxfoGt  upon  which  evidence  was  not 
given  on  the  trial  already  had,  and  must  be  so  important  in 
its  nature  as  to  induce  a  belief  that  if  proved  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  a  jury  it  would  control  their  verdict  {Uarrington  agt. 
Bigdow^  2  Den,^  109;  WHliomhs  agt.  Baldwin^  18  J.  B.y 
489;  HaUingworth  agt.  Napier.  2  Cai,^  182;  Quinn  agt. 
IZoydy  1  Sweeney^  253). 

Sixth.  The  defendants  have  been  guilty  of  lacheis,  and  no 
excuse  is  shown  for  the  delay  which  their  own  aflSdavits  set 
forth.  In  all  motions  of  this  nature  it  must  appear  that  the 
evidence  could  not  have  been  with  reasonable  diligence 
obtained  before  the  trial  (Id. ;  Leavy  agt.  Roberts^  2  HiUj 
285 ;  People  agt.  Marks,  2  Park.,  261 ;  S.  (7.,  10  How.  P.  72., 
261). 

Seventh.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  newly 
discovered  evidence  will  not  be  heard  without  a  case.  No 
case  was  made  in  this  action,  and  the  reason  why  it  was  not 
served  is  because  it  would  show  that  similar  admissions  were 
alleged  to  have  been  made  by  the  plaintiflF  by  other  witnesses, 
and  that  the  referee  discredited  their  testimony.  But  the 
omission  to  serve  a  case  is  and  ought  to  have  been  fatal  to 
the  defendants'  motion  (1  BwrriWe  Prac.,  467;  Anon.,  7 
Wefod.,  331 ;  BapelA/ea  agt.  Prince,  4  HilZ,  125 ;  Bute  41  qf 
this  a/nd  supreme  cowrt). 

Chbistopheb  Fine,  attorney  and  counsdyfor  the  defend- 
a/nt. 
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Itrst  The  order  is  not  appealable.  The  application  was 
for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  judgment  had  been 
obtained  by  the  plaintiff  by  means  of  falsehood,  fraud  and  per- 
jury. It  is  not  appealable  to  the  court  of  appeals  {Baldwin 
agt  The  Mayor y  dbc^  2  Keyea,  287;  Lavrrence  agt.  Ely^  38 
N.  Y.y  42 ;  Tlie  East  B.  Bank  agt.  Kennedy ^  4  Keyes,  279 ; 
La/nsmg  agt.  BvsaeUy  2  Comsty  563). 

Second.  The  case  presented  by  the  affidavits  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants,  nine  in  number,  make  it  pre-eminently  just 
that  a  new  trial  should  be  granted  to  the  defendants.  It  is 
not  impeaching  evidence  nor  is  it  cumulative  {Oakley  agt. 
Searsy  1  Abh.  Pr.  \N.  xSl],  368 ;  De  WiU  agt.  Klincky  43  BaTb.y 
203). 

Third,  Motions  for  new  trials  are  addressed  to  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court,  whether  based  upon  the  weight  of  evidence, 
surprise  or  newly  discovered  evidence,  and  are  liberally  granted 
in  furtherance  of  justice  {Piatt  agt.  Mvm/roey  34  Barb.y  291 ; 
Hoppock  agt.  Stoney  49  id.y  524 ;  Tyler  agt.  Homheoky  48  tdL, 
197). 

Fourth.  New  trials  have  frequently  been  granted  where 
there  has  been  reason  to  suspect  that  perjury  has  been  com- 
mitted {MbrreU  agt.  EimbaUy  1  Ghreenl.y  322).  In  ThurteU  agt. 
Ba/umont{S  -fft^/T.,1171)  the  court  granted  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  claimed  by  the  defendant  and  indicated  by  his  affi- 
davits used  on  a  motion,  that  the  whole  story  of  the  plaintiff 
was  a  scheme  of  villany,  supported  by  perjury,  and  the  plain- 
tiff never  dared  to  try  the  cause  again.  Such,  we  claim,  is 
the  case  at  bar  {See  ThurteU  agt.  Battmonty  1  Bmg.y  339). 

Fifth,  The  order  granting  a  new  trial  should  be  affirmed, 
because  the  ends  of  justice  will  be  subserved  thereby,  and  the 
plaintiff  cannot  sustain  any  prejudice,  even  in  the  judgment 
which  he  holds  by  the  tenure  and  reward  of  his  perjury. 

By  the  Gov/rty  Sedgwick,  «/. — It  is  the  duty  of  the  general 
term  to  examine  anew  the  questions  of  fact  and  law  that  arose 
upon  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  which  were  granted,  sub- 
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ject  to  certain  conditions  at  the  special  term  {Macy  agt. 
Wheeler,  30  iV.  T,  R.,  231). 

Judgment  in  this  action  was  entered  June  11, 1869.  A  new 
trial  was  asked  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence, 
and  on  the  further  ground  of  felsehood,  fraud  and  perjury. 
The  motion  was  made  on  an  order  to  show  cause,  granted 
August  17,  1870,  upon  affidavits  sworn  to  on  and  about 
August  15,  1870.  Proceedings  supplementary  to  execution 
for  the  examination  of  the  defendants  were  begun  30th  May, 
1870.  These  fell  through,  and  others  were  instituted  in  July, 
1870,  on  which  adjournments  were  had  until  the  middle  of 
the  next  August,  when  this  motion  was  made. 

The  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  Aaron  Jacobs,  states  that  he 
had  no  information  of  the  facts  upon  which  the  motion  was 
based  until  13th  March,  1870.  He  delayed  making  Ihe 
motion  until  August.  This  delay  is  not  excused,  and,  when 
considered  in  connection  with  the  facts  th^  will  hereafter  be 
examined,  and  that  in  the  intervening  time  supplementary 
proceedings  were  begun  against  him,  was  itself  cause  for  a 
denial  of  the  motion. 

In  main,  the  facts  on  which  a  new  trial  was  asked  are  stated 
in  the  affidavit  of  Moses  Nelson.  In  the  present  action,  an 
attachment  had  been  levied  upon  individual  property  of  each 
of  the  defendants. 

The  amount  of  Jacob's  property  levied  upon  was  about 
$800  in  value,  and  of  Salhinger's  was  about  $6,000.  Nelson 
became  a  surety  on  an  undertaking  for  the  release  of  Salhin- 
ger's  property  from  the  attachment.  The  present  plaintiff 
assigned  to  Mr.  Berry  the  judgment  and  the  cause  of  action 
on  the  undertaking.  The  judgment  being  entered  June  11, 
1869,  then  an  action  in  the  month  of  July,  1869,  was  begun 
by  Berry  against  Moses  Nelson  on  the  undertaking.  In  such 
action  an  attachment  was  issued  against  Nelson.  It  will  not 
be  necessary  and  it  would  take  too  much  time  to  point  to  all 
the  inferences  to  be  drawn  in  this  case.  Most  of  them  are 
suggested  by  a  bare  statement  of  the  facts.    Nelson's  affida^ 
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vit  avers  tBat  in  April,  1868,  defendant,  Salhinger,  asked  him 
to  become  security  on  the  undertaking  to  release  Salhinger's 
goods  from  attachment  in  this  action.  At  first  Nelson 
declined,  but  was  called  upon  by  the  plaintiff,  Woolf,  and  he 
asked  Nelson  to  sign  the  undertaking.  Salhinger  was  the 
brother-in-law  to  Woolf.  Nelson  asked  Woolf  what  the  suit 
and  attachment  meant.  Woolf  said  that  Nelson  need  not  be 
alarmed,  and  would  run  no  risk  in  signing ;  that  the  attachment 
was  procured  only  to  force  Jacobs  to  release  a  judgment  which 
the  present  defendants  had  obtained  against  Woolf,  which 
had  been  assigned  to  Jacobs,  and  on  which  Jacobs  had  issued  an 
execution  against  Woolf  s  real  estate  in  Sullivan  county ;  that 
he,  Woolf,  to  protect  himself,  had  brought  this  action.  Woolf 
then  further  stated,  according  to  Nelson's  afiSdavit,  with  great 
minuteness,  for  instance,  the  minuteness  a  lawyer  would  use 
in  pleading  in  its  length  and  breadth  and  consequences  a  tort 
committed  by  a  defendant,  the  &$tud  he,  Woolf,  had  begun 
and  intended  to  accomplish  in  this  action. 

The  substance  was,  that  Woolf  had  no>  effuse  of  action 
against  the  defendants.  The  affidavit  alleges  that  Woolf, 
among  other  things,  said  tiiat  he,  "  the  said  Woolf,  was  going 
to  charge  that  the  boxes  or  trunks,  which  he  had  sent  to 
them  with  articles  for  his  own  use  and  accommodation,  con- 
tained merchandise  for  them,  the  said  defendants,  and  that 
they  agreed  to  sell  such  merchandise  for  him ;  but  that,  in 
fact,  he  never  had  shipped  or  sent  to  said  defendants  any 
goods  or  merchandise,  and  that  they  had  never  received  any 
goods  or  merchandise  from  him,  or  promised  to  sell  any  for 
him ;  but  that  he  had  commenced  a  suit  for  such  made-up 
claim,  and  had  sworn  out  an  attachment  against  the  defend- 
ants under  the  mere  pretense  that  they  were  about  to  dispose 
of  their  property  to  defraud  creditors ;  and  that,  under  such 
attachment,  he  had  taken  the  goods  of  the  defendant  for 
goods  which  he  claimed  belonged  to  the  defendants ;"  that 
he  knew  this  would  force  an  immediate  settlement  with 
Jacobs,  that  this  action  would  never  be  tried,  and  that 
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NelBon  could  safely  sign  the  undertaking  for  8alhinger,  and 
he  would  never  hear  anything  more  about  the  action. 

The  property  owned  by  Jacobs,  that  had  been  attached, 
was  about  in  value  $800,  of  Salhinger's,  $6,000.  This  is 
stated  again  to  bring  it  in  connection  with  Woolf  s  alleged 
conversation. 

But  it  is  impossible,  within  the  limits  made  for  this  decision, 
to  disentangle  such  a  garbled  mass  of  conflict. 

Nelson,  although  he  had  thus  been  clearly,  explicitly  and 
deliberately  put  in  possession  of  this  scheme  of  fraud  and 
perjury,  seems,  by  the  general  eflfect  of  his  affidavit,  not  to 
have  appreciated  it;  and  he  directly  says,  in  an  earlier  part 
of  his  affidavit,  that  he  had  become  security  on  the  under- 
taking. 

"  On  an  attachment,  sworn  out  as  deponent  verily  believes 
falsely,  sworn  out  by  the  said  plaintiff  against  the  said  defend- 
ants, on  the,  as  the  deponent  now  verily  believes,  false  and 
fraudulent  charge  that  the  said  defendants  were  about  to  dis- 
pose of  their  property  to  defraud  creditors." 

The  affidavit  goes  on  to  state  that,  on  having  this  talk, 
Woolf  asked  Nelson  to  go  with  him  to  his  lawyer,  "  saying 
tliat  deponent  would  then  learn  the  facts  to  be  as  he,  said 
Woolf,  stated  them  to  deponent." 

That  is,  in  substance,  that  if  he  (Nelson)  would  not  believe 
from  Woolf  s  own  statement  what  a  rascal  he  was,  his  counsel 
would  tell  him  facts  that  would  convince  him.  By  the  affi- 
davit the  lawyer  had  not  the  slightest  hesitation  in  demon- 
strating Woolfs  rascality,  and  in  admitting  his  equal 
depravity ;  and  tl^at,  too,  in  the  presence  of  another  witness 
(Gustavo  Nelson),  who  had  been  taken  there  by  Moses 
Nelson.  Gustavo  Nelson  is  not  stated  to  have  been  called 
there  in  the  interest  of  anybody,  or  for  any  special  purpose. 
Woolf  and  his  counsel  had  no  fear  of  him ;  for  "  the  said 
Woolf  repeated  to  this  deponent,  in  the  presence  of  his  said 
attorney,  Mr.  Smith,  everything  that  is  above  stated,  and 
that  the  said  Mr.  Smith  affirmed  the  truth  thereof ;  but  said 
Vol.  XLV  62 
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that  his  expenses  aad  the  sherifi's  expenses,  amonnting  to 
$500  on  the  said  attachment  against  the  said  defendants,  on 
which  the  Salhinger's  goods  had  been  taken^  must  be  paid 
before  the  goods  could  be  released,  and  that  if  that  money 
was  paid  to  him  the  goods  would  be  releaiBed,"  and  the 
action  would  never  be  carried  any  further;  that  Nelson 
could  safely  sign  the  unddHaking  and  would  run  no  risk; 
that  the  said  Woolf  only  wanted  to  use  the  action  that  time 
for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  defendant  Aaron  Jacobs  to 
release  Woolf  from  the  judgment  of  $4,875. 

It  is  also  presented  by  the  affidavit  for  our  belief  that  all 
this  was  said  in  the  further  hearing  and  presence  of  Mrs. 
Woolf,  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff  and  sister  of  Salhinger;  and, 
further,  that  she,  before  the  lawyer  and  the  two  Nelsons, 
"upbraided  her  husband  for  bringing  said  action,  and  for 
falsely  swearing  out  said  attachment."  She  never,  however, 
seems  to  have  tried  to  stop  the  wrong  she  reproached  her 
husband  with,  by  conveying  information  of  it,  and  the  means 
of  proving  it  to  her  brother. 

This  seems  to  have  led  Moses  Nelson  to  suspect  that  there 
was  something  wrong  and  he  believed  what  they  said,  for  he 
swears  that  he,  "  believing  the  statements  of  said  plaintiff  and 
his  said  wife  and  attorney,  signed  the  said  undertaking." 
*^And  this  deponent  also,  then  and  there  and  at  the  request 
of  the  said  plaintiff  and  on  his  promise  to  refund  the  same, 
pay  to  his  said  plaintiff's  said  attorney,  Mr.  Smith,  the  sum 
of  $500,  and  was  then  again  informed  that  that  would  be  the 
last  he,  this  deponent,  would  ever  hear  of  said  action." 

The  plaintiff  must  have  had  remarkable  influence  over 
Moses  Nelson.  He  had  refused  to  sign  the  undertaking  at 
Salhinger's  own  request,  yet  he  yielded  to  the  force  of  the 
considerations  presented  by  Nelson,  that  he,  Woolf,  had 
brought  the  action  in  fraud  and  sustained  it  by  perjury,  and 
as  it  could  come  to  nothing,  he.  Nelson,  had  but  become  liable 
in  the  sum  of  $5,000,  and  besides  lent  him,  Woolf,  in  cash. 
$500. 
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At  the  end  of  the  affidavit  one  sentence  is  added  as  a  sub- 
ject which  indeed  calls  for  explanation,  and  this  sentence 
discredits  all  the  rest. 

It  is,  that  the  deponent  never  informed  the  defendants 
hereof  until  within  the  last  few  months,  that  is,  from  April, 
1868,  to  March,  1870.  Not  only  was  he  not  moved  by  good 
nature  or  something  better  to  at  once  take  very  little  trouble 
to  seek  out  Jacobs  or  Salhinger,  or  to  send  either  a  message 
to  let  them  know  how  things  stood,  but  he  did  not  do  so 
much  even  to  protect  himself  against  his  contingent  liability 
on  the  undertaking. 

Woolf  s  statements  did  not  create  any  surprise  in  him,  for 
he  did  not,  it  seems,  remonstrate  with  Woolf  or  express  any 
sympathy  with  Mrs.  Woolf  s  sound  feeling  on  the  subject. 
Perhaps  it  is  more  remarkable  that  he  never  tried  to  get  his 
$500  back  from  any  one. 

But  the  affidavit  states  that,  supposing  the  action  had  been 
abandoned,  he  gave  the  same  no  attention  until  after  judg- 
ment was  entered,  and  when,  in  the  next  month  of  July,  1869, 
an  action  was  brought  against  himself  on  the  undertaking  by 
Mr.  Berry. 

His  answer  in  that  action  will  be  hereafter  referred  to. 
Even  this  did  not  put  him  to  communicate  liis  knowledge  to 
Jacobs  or  Salhinger. 

After  this  time  he  says  he  several  times  reminded  Woolf 
of  what  he  had  told  him  about  having  no  claim,  &c.,  on  which 
occasions  Woolf  said  he  was  sorry  he  ever  commenced  the 
action,  but  he  was  compelled  to  go  on  by  his  attorney  and  to 
swear  to  the  claim,  and  have  his  children  do  so. 

Besides,  at  various  times  after  the  arguing  of  the  under- 
taking, Woolf  had  asked  Nelson  to  intercede  with  Jacobs  to 
have  him  release  Woolf  from  the  judgment  against  him, 
"  but  that  this  deponent,  not  being  intimate  or  on  friendly 
terms  with  said  Jacobs,  refused  to  have  anything  to  say  to 
him.''  And  he  says.he  never  did  see  Jacobs  even  after  the 
action  was  brought  against  himself,  although  clearly  it  was  a 
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matter  of  great  interest  to  him  that  Jacobs  or  Salhinger 
should  know  what  would  suffice  to  prevent  judgment  being 
had  against  them,  or  to  set  it  aside,  if  obtained. 

Nelson  further  swears  that  Woolf  made  the  original  state- 
ments to  him  at  his  place  of  business  in  Delancej  street,  in 
the  presence  of  Gustave  Nelson,  Joshua  Singer  and  Frank 
Coffer.  Woolf  did  not  hesitate  to  admit  and  describe,  with 
great  clearness,  his  villany  before  these  three. 

As  might  have  been  anticipated.  Nelson's  answer  in  Berry 
against  himself  is  the  antipodes  of  his  affidavit  In  that 
answer,  first,  he  said  that  Woolf  was  the  real  party  in  inte- 
rest. He  then /^admits  that,  at  the  solicitation  of  the  said 
Julius  G.  Salhinger,"  "  he  did,  under  the  circumstances  here- 
inafter stated,"  execute  the  undertaking. 

These  circumstances,  as  afterwards  stated,  do  not  include 
and  they  are  not  consistent  with  those  stated  in  his  affidavit 

The  answer  proceeds  to  allege  that  he  was  induced  to  sign 
the  undertaking  by  Woolf s  representations  to  him,  "that 
the  same  was  obligatory  only  on  him,  the  said  defendant,  and 
for  the  due  appearance  of  the  said  Aaron  Jacobs  and  Julius 
G.  Salhinger  in  the  said  action,"  and  that,  confiding  in  such 
representations,  he  executed  the  undertaking. 

The  answer  immediately  goes  on  to  say  that  the  iaction 
ought  not  to  be  maintained,  becau^  that  the  said  Julius  G. 
Salhinger,  colluding  with  Woolf  and  Woolfs  agent,  did  pay 
to  Woolfs  agent  "  the  sum  of  $500  to  procure  him  to  accept, 
pass  and  receive  the  said  undertaking;  and  thereupon  the 
agent  of  the  said  plaintiffs  assignor  (Woolf),  to  secure  the 
payment  of  the  said  sum  of  $500  to  be  paid  to  him  by  said 
Salhinger,  did,  with  the  knowledge  and  assent  of  the  said 
plaintiff's  assignor,  induce  this  defendant  to  execute  the  said 
alleged  undertaking  knowingly,  and  represented  to  him,  the 
said  defendant,"  that  he  would  become  liable  on  the  under- 
taking only  for  the  personal  appearance  of  Jacobs  and  Sal- 
hinger, and  these  representations  induced  him  to  sign  the 
undertaking,  "  and,  therefore,  the  said  Salhinger  paid  to  the 
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agent    of    the    said    plaintiff's    assignor   the   said  sum  of 
$500." 

One  of  the  concluding  averments  is,  that  Wo^lf  had  received 
from  Jacobs  and  Salhinger  $1,100  on  account  of  the  under- 
taking. This  furnishes  another  occasion  to  point  to  the 
incredible  assertion  of  Nelson,  that,  the  drcumstances  con 
tained  in  the  afUdavit  being  true,  he  never  sought  Jacobs  or 
Salhinger,  even  in  his  own  int^est,  until  a  few  months  before 
August  16, 1870. 

A  statement  of  the  contents  of  this  answer  is  eu£Scient ;  it 
would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  comment  on  them.  The  disa- 
greeable details  of  the  case  would  not  have  had  the  attention 
that  has  been  given  to  them  if  the  court  below  had  not  taken 
a  view  from  a  different  position ;  and  it  is  proper  to  justify, 
at  length,  the  reversal  of  the  order  appealed  from.  The  unu- 
sually rigorous  conditions  imposed  upon  granting  the  order, 
probably  indicates  the  view  of  the  merits  of  the  case  held  by 
the  learned  judge  who  made  it.  Enough  has  been  said  to 
show  that  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  should  have  been  denied. 

It  is  not  important  to  look,  except  generally,  at  the  further 
affidavits  presented  in  support  of  the  motion.  Tly*ee  of  these 
affidavits  are  by  persons  in  whose  presence  and  hearing  Woolf 
was  alleged  by  Nelson  to  .have  unfolded,  with  much  detail, 
his  actual  and  intended  fraud  and  perjury! 

Another  of  the  affidavits  alleged  that  Woolf  tried  to  suborn 
the  deponent  ^to  swear  falsely  in  this  action,  Woolf  at  the 
same  time  stating  with  great  exactness  the  nature  of  the  fraud 
in  the  same  terms  as  are  set  forth  in  the  other  affidavits. 
Another  affidavit,  signed  by  one  who  makes  his  mark',  states 
that  he  was  called  upon  by  Woolf,  who,  as  to  all  the  other 
persons  making  affidavits,  described  to  him  with  much  care 
what  the  fraud  was  and  why  and  how  he  undertook  it,  and 
then  requested  him  to  become  his  surety  on  the  undertaking 
to  procure  the  attachment.  He  declined  so  to  become,  and 
then  Woolf  consulted  him  as  to  whether  he  thought  Mr. 
Bernstein  would  if  he  paid  him  for  his  trouble.    Woolf  went 
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out  and  brought  Mi'.  Solomon  Bernstein  to  the  deponent's 
store  and  stated  to  him  all  that  he  had  stated  to  deponent. 
Mr.  Bernstein  said  he  disapproved  of  any  of  such  proceed- 
ings and  would  not  become  security.  Mr.  Solomon  Bernstein, 
who  gives  no  residence  in  his  aflBldavit,  says  in  it  that  he  has 
read  the  foregoing  affidavit  and  that  its  statements  are  true. 
Lastly,  as  if  to  make  assurance  doubly  sure,  Mrs.  Fannie 
Nelson,  wife  of  Moses  Nelson,  swears  that  she  was  at  her 
husband's  store  in  Delancey  street  at  the  interview  between 
Woolf  and  her  husband,  at  which,  by  the  other  affidavits,  it 
is  said  that  Gustave  Nelson,  Joshua  Singer  and  Frank  Coffer 
were  present,  and  she  says  she  heard  Woolf  say  all  her  hus- 
band swears  he  heard  him  say.  Mrs.  Nelson  had  not  been 
named  by  any  one  else  as  being  present  on  that  occasion. 

Mrs.  Nelson  was  the  eighth  witness,  who,  in  April,  1868, 
knew  from  Woolf  himself,  circumstantially,  the  fraud  he 
meant  to  commit  against  Salhinger,  his  brother-in-law,  and 
Jacobs ;  yet,  from  that  time  until  March,  1870,  at  the  ear- 
liest, no  one  of  these  witnesses  had  conscience  enough  or 
kindness  enough  to,  in  some  way,  let  the  deponents  learn  the 
facts,  nor  ^hat  would  be  as  improbable  had  chance  taken 
some  rumors  of  the  facts  to  the  defendants,  unless  the  eight 
stopped  their  mouths  tighter  than  did  ever  any  other  eight 
persons  in  possession  of  a  secret  and  a  scandal,  and  without 
a  duty  to  keep  still,  but  with  a  duty  to  speak  out,  in  the 
course  of  these  two  years  hundreds  would  have  known  all 
about  it,  and  the  eight  would  not  have  reappeared  for  the 
first  time  and  altogether,  just  when  supplementary  proceed- 
ings had  reached  an  actual  point. 

These  affidavits  have  the  effect  of  increasing  the  original 
improbability  of  Nelson's  statepient,  until  it  gets  the  strength 
of  a  moral  demonstration  that  the  testimony  is  untrue. 

It  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  look  at  the  opposing  affida- 
vits and  papers  to  see  what  additional  reasons  they  give  for 
discrediting  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  motion. 

It  is  to  be  hoped  that  this  is  an  isolated  case  of  the  kind. 
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It  cannot  be  believed  that  there  are  numbers  or  groups  of 
men  in  our  society  who  are  willing  to  face  the  day,  in  a  court, 
and  by  agreement  to  give  on  their  oaths  false  testimony  that 
has  not,  to  support  it,  even  plausibility. 

But  it  does  not  need  to  be  repeated  to  remind  courts  that 
the  law  should  be  sternly  enforced  against  such  combinations, 
whether  they  are  for  plaintiffs  or  for  defendants. 

There  were  technical  grounds  urged  on  the  argument,  both 
for  and  against  the  reversal  of  the  order  below.  This  is  a 
case  which  should  be  decided  on  the  merits. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed  with  costs. 

MoCuNN  and  Fbeedman,  JJ.,  concur. 


4ie  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Thornton  agt  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Railway  Co. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Henry  Thornton  et  oL,  agt.  The  St.  Paxil  and  Chicago 

Rah. WAY  Company  et  al. 

An  agreeraent  to  secure,  by  pledge  or  mortgage,  will  be  enforced  in  equity. 
All  persons  taking  the  property  agreed  to  be  given  as  such  security  take  it 

impressed  with  the  trust. 
All  such  persons  are  proper  parties  to  an  action  to  enforce  such  trust, 

although  they  may  have  taken  the  property  in  dififerent  parcels  under 

separate  and  distinct  contracts. 
Where  one  of  the  plaintiffs  was  a  resident  of  the  city  of  New  York,  where 

one  of  the  agreements  was  to  have  been  performed, — Hdd^  that  this 

court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  action. 

Appeal  from  an  order  overruling  demurrer. 
F.  N.  Bangs,  ybr  oppelZcmL 

First.  The  complaint  states  more  than  one  cause  of  action. 

1.  From  fols.  5  to  58  it  states  the  making  of  certain  agree- 
ments with  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Railway  Company, 
which,  it  says,  are  as  yet  unperformed  by  that  company,  and 
on  which  it  is  alleged  there  exists  an  indebtedness  of 
$105,000  in  currency  and  3,000  shares  of  stock.  Then  it 
alleges  that  the  Minnesota  Railway  Construction  Company 
assumed  these  contracts  and  indebtedness.  Then  it  alleges 
that  the  Milwaukie  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company  assumed 
this  indebtedness.  Then  it  demands  judgment  against  all 
the  defendants  for  the  amount  of  this  indebtedness.  Thus 
it  is  evident  that  the  complaint  contains  and  was  intended 
to  contain  an  entire  series  of  averments,  constituting  by 
themselves  one  cause  of  action  against  all  the  defendants, 
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arising  upon  express  written  contracts,  which  the  defendants 
are  alleged  not  to  have  performed. 

2.  At  fol.  60  it  is  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  are  stockholders 
in  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Eailway  Company  and  own 
3,000  shares  of  its  capital  stock.  Then  it  is  alleged  that 
the  defendants,  with  "  intent  to  make  way  with  the  plaintiffs' 
property, have  combined, conspired  and  contracted  together" 
to  surrender  the  property  of  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Eail- 
way Company  to  the  Milwaukie  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Com- 
pany. Then  it  alleges  that  "said  parties  combined,  con- 
spired and  confederated  to  make  a  pretended  agreement 
to  convey  to  the  Minnesota  Railway  Construction  Company 
the  property  of  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Railway  Company, 
which  contract  was  wrongfully  made  in  fraud  of  plaintiffs' 
rights."  At  fol.  77  the  plaintiffs  ask  judgment,  declaring 
these  transfers  void,  and  they  bring  suit  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  all  others  similarly  situated. 

3.  Thus  a  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  cre- 
ditors, being  a  cause  of  action  in  which  the  plaintiffs  alone  are 
interested,  and  which  they  hold  in  their  own  right,  is  united 
with  a  cause  of  action  in  which  others  are  interested,  and 
which  the  plaintiffs  can  maintain  only  as  representatives. 

Second.  The  causes  of  action  thus  joined  in  the  complaint 
cannot  be  joined  under  section  167  of  the  Code ;  i.  e.y  a  cause 
of  action  to  recover  money  and  property  due  upon  an  express 
contract  cannot  be  joined  with  a  cause  of  action  for  combining 
and  conspiring  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  property,  and 
the  property  of  others  on  whose  behalf  he  sues.  These  do 
not  belong  to  the  classification  of  "contracts  express  or 
implied,"  nor  any  other  classification  expressed  in  section  167. 
They  do  not  arise  out  of  the  same  transaction,  nor  are  they 
connected  with  the  same  subject  of  action. 

Third.  The  causes  of  action  united  in  this  complaint  are 

inconsistent  with  each  other.     The  plaintiffs,  as  creditors  of 

the   St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Railway  Company,  bring  suit 

against  the  Milwaukie  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company  upon 
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the  express  assumption  of  the  debt,  and  at  the  same  tune 
bring  suit  to  set  aside  the  contract  of  which  the  alleged 
assumption  of  the  debt  was  a  part. 

Fourth,  So  much  of  the  complaint  as  alleges  that  the 
plaintife  are  stockholders  of  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Com- 
pany, and  as  alleges  that  the  Minnesota  Bailway  Construction 
Company  intends  to  misappropriate  lands  granted  to  the  St 
Paul  and  Chicago  Company,  is  evidently  intended  to  state  a 
cause  of  action  against  the  Minnesota  Railway  Construction 
Company  alone ;  and  a  cause  of  action  against  that  company 
alone  cannot,  under  section  167  of  the  (>ode,  be  joined  with 
causes  of  action  against  the  other  defendants. 

Fifth.  So  far  as  the  complaint  alleges  an  intended  appro- 
priation by  the  Minnesota  Railway  Construction  Company 
of  lands  granted  to  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Railway 
Company,  that  cause  of  action  is  without  merits.  No  facts 
are  stated  showing  that  such  intended  appropriation  is 
wrongful. 

*  Sixth.  A  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the  plaintiflfe  alone,  in 
their  own  right,  cannot  be  united  with  a  cause  of  action  in 
their  favor  as  representatives  of  a  class. 

Seventh.  If  this  suit  is  not  brought  by  the  plaintiffs  as 
stockholders,  but  only  as  creditors  of  the  St.  Paul  and  Chi- 
cago Railway  Company,  then  the  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufScient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
defendants,  for  a  fraudulent  disposition  of  the  property  of  that 
company.  Creditors  at  large  have  no  specific  lien  upon  or 
interest  in  the  property  of  their  debtor,  and,  before  judgment 
in  their  favor  as  creditors,  have  no  right  by  action  to  pursue 
the  debtor's  property  in  the  hands  of  other  persons,  nor  can 
they  even  do  so  after  judgment  without  showing  that  the  col- 
lection of  their  judgment  is  prevented  by  the  obstruction  com- 
plained of. 

Eighth.  The  defendants  were  entitled  to  judgment  on  the 
demurrers,  and  the  order  appealed  firom  should  be  reversed. 
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Additional  Points  fob  Appellants. 

I.  The  proposition  is  conceded  to  be,  within  certain  limits, 
true,  that  a  legal  cause  of  action  may  be  united  with  an  equi- 
table cause  of  action.    But, 

II.  This  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  that  rule.  Such  causes  of  action  may  be  united 
for  the  purpose  of  mutual  support,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
mutual  destruction.  A  plaintiff  cannot  enforce  a  contract  in 
the  same  action  in  which  he  seeks  to  nullify  it. 

1.  Can  I  bring  an  action  against  A.  to  recover  the  amount 
of  his  note  given  on  the  purchase  of  land  by  him  from  me, 
and  at  the  same  time,  in  the  same  complaint,  allege  that  he 
defrauded  me  out  of  the  land,  and  ask  judgment  for  a  recon- 
veyance ? 

*  2.  Can  I  bring  an  action  against  A.  and  B.  to  compel  B.  to 
pay  A.'8  note,  which  B.  assumed  to  pay  in  consideration  of  a 
transfer  of  land  from  A.  to  B.,  and  can  I  at  the  same  time  as 
a  judgment  creditor  of  A.,  aiid  on  behalf  of  myself  and  aU 
other  creditors  of  A.^  unite  in  the  same  complaint  a  cause  of 
action  to  set  aside  the  conveyance  from  A.  to  B.  ? 

3.  If  I  can,  there  would  be  two  inconsistent  judgments  in 
the  same  suit. 

4.  Here  the  plaintiffs,  as  creditors,  want  the  benefit  of  con- 
tracts made  with  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Company  by  the 
Milwaukie  and  St.  Paul  Company.  At  the  same  time,  as 
stockholders,  the  plaintiffs,  on  "behalf  of  themselves  and  aU 
other  stockholders^  want  to  set  aside  and  rescind  the  contract 
of  which,  as  creditors,  they  claim  the  benefit. 

D.  M.  Porter,  ybr  respondent. 

The  plaintiff  contracted  with  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago 
Railway  Company  to  build  its  road.  The  plaintiffs,  prior  to 
December  31st,  1867,  had  expended  $105,000  under  the  con- 
tract in  building  the  road.  Thereupon  the  parties  canceled 
the  first  agreement,  and  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Railway 
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Company  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  said  $105,000  and  inte- 
rest, and  m  security  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff's  $140,000  of  tlie 
bonds  of  aaid  company.  An  additional  contract  was  made  for 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  a  quantity  of  railroad  iron ;  that  said 
railway  company  afterwards  waived  pertbrmanoe  of  said  con- 
tract, and  agreed  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiffs  $300,000  of  the  eapi-  ■ 
tal  stock  of  said  railway ;  that  the  plaintiffs  owa  said  $300,000 
of  the  capita]  stock  of  said  railway  company.  The  contract  pro- 
vided that  the  plaintiffs  alone  ehonld  control  the  road,  and 
that  they  should  be  stockholdore  under  and  by  virtue  of  said 
contract;  that  afterwards  the  Minnesota  Railway  Construction 
Company  took  a  transfer  of  aU  the  landu,  siooh  and  bonds  of 
said  railway  company,  including  ttie  plaintiffs',  and  assumed 
and  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintifEs'  claim,  and  deliver  the  stock 
uj>on  the  trust  ao  to  do ;  that  the  Milwankie  and  St.  Paul 
Railway  Company  also  made  a  similar  agreement  with  the  * 
Construction  Company  upon  a  similar  trust,  but  did  not 
receive  the  land ;  that  said  contracts  and  transfers  were  wrong- 
fully and  frandnlently  made. 

In  other  words,  iacts  are  set  ont  making  the  defendants 
liable  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  trustees,  to  perform  said  contracts 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Railway 
Company,  the  transfer  of  our  bonds  and  stock ;  and  the  facts 
under  which  the  transfers  were  made,  make  the  transfers  and 
contracts  between  the  defendants  void  as  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
the  defendants  have  our  security  for  our  money  and  stock, 
and  one  of  the  plaintiffs  is  a  resident  of  the  city  of  New  York. 
I.  One  of  the  plaintiffs  being  a  resident  of  this  city,  the 
cause  of  action  having  arisen  here,  i.  e.,  is  to  be  performed 
here,  the  action  is  maintainable  in   this  court  {Laws  1873, 

rray  agt.  Vandei'fnlt,  39  Barb.,  140 ;  Abbott 

her  Co.,  33  id.,  578). 

not  brought  to  interfere  with  the  franchise 

-poration,  but  to  enforce  a  right  disconnected 

hise. 

r  is  a  joint  one,  and  it  is  conceded  there  is  a 
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good  cause  of  action  against  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Kail- 
way  Company.  The  demurrer  must  be  overruled  {Stuyvesant 
agt.  The  Mayor^  11  Paige^  415 ;  The  People  agt.  The  Mayor^ 
28  Barh.y  240). 

"  If  there  is  one  good  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint, the  demurrer  must  be  overruled.  If  the  complaint  is 
not  definite  and  certain,  the  remedy  is  not  by  demurrer,  but 
by  application  under  section  160  of  the  Code "  {Hale  agt. 
The  Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  49  iT.  JT.,  626). 

Equity  will  consider  that  done  which  ought  to  have  been 
done  (1  SUyry's  Eq,,  %  64 ;  Crary  agt.  Leslie,  8  Whea;t.,  678). 

This  action  is  brought  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 
contract  to  deliver  bonds  cw  security  which  a  court  of  equity 
will  always  enforce  {Hale  agt.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  supra  ^ 
Story's  Equity,  §§  717,  724,  724  a). 

All  of  the  defendants  are  liable  to  the  plaintiflEs  for  the 
finm  secured,  and  are  necessary  parties  to  foreclose  the  secu- 
rity (.S^wy*  ^.,  1044). 

The  facts  are  stated  as  they  are,  and  as  they  can  only  be 
proved  in  the  facts  making  up  the  transactions;  and  the 
fraudulent  combinations  are  stated  as  they  occurred,  and  they 
make  one  good  cause  of  action ;  and  equity  having  acquired 
jurisdiction,  and  having  all  of  the  parties  before  it,  will 
administer  complete  and  full  relief  upon  all  the  facts,  although 
some  of  the  relief  may  be  such  as  could,  standing  alone,  only 
be  administered  in  a  court  of  law  {Raihbone  agt.  Warren,  10 
Johns,,  587;  Miller  agt.  McCan,  7  Paige,  451 ;  Story^s  Eq., 
§  64 ;  Frost  agt.  Myriek,  1  Ba/rh,  362). 

The  defendants  received  the  bonds  and  stock,  with  notice 
of  the  plaintiflfe'  lien,  and  consequently  hold  the  property  in 
trust,  and  the  contracts  between  the  defendants  are  void  as 
to  the  plaintiflfe  {Abbott  agt.  Hard  Rubber  Co.,  sv/pra;  Bangs 
agt.  Blue  Ridge  R.  R.  Co.,  M8S. ;  Tiffany  ds  BvUard 
on  Trusts,  105 ;  Story's  Eg.,  §§  1044,  1039  to  1058,  792, 
1212). 

The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  have  their  bonds  and  stock 
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restored  or  their  proceeds  {Tiffdmy  ds  Bvllard  on  Trusts, 
198 ;  Colt  agt.  La/nsi/ng^  9  Oow,^  330). 

All  of  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  are  transactions  con- 
nected with  the  same  subject  of  action  (§  167  of  the 
Code,  subdivision  1),  to  wit,  a  conspiracy  and  fraud,  and  even 
if  not  stated  separately,  is  not  ground  for  demurrer  {Bass 
agt  Comstock^  38  N.  F.,  21). 

Even  alleging  fraud  in  any  action  on  contract  does  not 
make  it  an  improper  joinder  {OarripbelZ  agt.  Wrighty  21  How,, 
9),  and  if  either  cause  of  action  is  well  pleaded  a  demurrer  is 
improper.  The  parties  need  not  all  be  equally  affected  (  Ver- 
maule  agt.  JBeck,  15  Sow.,  333).  Equity  having  the  parties 
before  it,  will  make  a  proper  judgment. 

A  history  of  the  transactions  is  only  given.  A  complaint 
may  be  obnoxious  to  a  motion  and  not  demurrable.  Stating 
several  grounds  of  complaint  is  not  necessarily  stating  several 
causes  of  action  {Durant  agt.  Oar&ner,  10  Abh,  [(?.  S\  445). 
Even  several  causes  of  action  may  be  stated  as  one  and  not  be 
obnoxious  to  a  demurrer  {Longworihy  agt.  Krw/pp,  4  Abb.  \0. 
8,\  115 ;  Adam%  agt.  Holly,  12  H(m.,  329). 

No  stockholder  has  made  himself  a  party.  Consequently 
the  plaintiff  is  the  only  party  plaintiff,  and  inasmuch  as  the 
misconduct  of  the  defendants  has  made  an  action  necessary, 
the  court  can  and  will  determine  the  equities  of  all  the  parties 
before  it  {RaMone  agt.  Warren ;  Miller  agt.  McLean ;  JF'rost 
agt.  Myricky  supra). 

The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Addhional  Ponrra  fob  Bespondents. 

I.  The  contracts  out  of  which  our  cause  of  action  arises  are 
set  out  in  the  complaint,  and  nothing  more.  These  contracts 
are  the  basis  of  our  action,  and  the  whole  of  it 

The  respondents  cannot  set  out  any  legal  cause  of  action 
under  the  contracts  except  the  contracts  themselves.  Neither 
can  they  set  out  any  equitable  cause  of  action  except  the  con- 
tracts themselves.    This  is  all  that  has  been  done,  leaving  to 
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the  court  what  kind  of  relief  shall  be  given  upon  or  under 
the  contracts ;  consequently,  there  is  but  one  cause  or  class  of 
action  stated  in  the  complaint.  A  demurrer  is  not  ihe  proper 
manner  to  compel  a  party  to  an  election  of  remedies ;  that  can 
only  be  done  by  motion,  nor  cai^  it  be  compelled  in  tliis 
action,  because  we  set  out  our  contracts,  and  ask  the  court  to 
adjudge  what  our  rights  are ;  that  the  $140,000  of  bonds  were 
to  be  delivered  to  respondents  as  aeovHty^  where  it  is  dis- 
tinctly stated  in  the  contract  they  are  to  be  placed  as  ^^  oolr 
lateraV^ 

It  is  also  insisted  that  the  stock  was  retained  by  the  defend- 
ants as  security  and  in  trust  for  the  respondents.  The  whole 
assets  were  placed  in  Mr.  Rice's  custody  as  security  for  our 
money,  stock  and  bonds.  The  whole  complaint  is  to  be  taken 
together,  and  the  averment  that  they  owned  the  stock  is  no 
more  than  averring  the  legal  effect  of  what  is  stated.  It  is 
expressly  stated  that,  with  the  assent  of  all  the  parties,  the 
stock  and  bonds  were  placed  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Bice,  as 
trustee,  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  as  security,  i.  e.y  to 
pay  the  plaintiffs,  and  he  never  gave  them  over ;  that  the 
respondents'  stock  and  bonds  went  into  the  possession  of  the 
Minnesota  Railway  Construction  Company^  and  that  all  of 
the  other  appellants  (defendants)  took  the  bonds  and  stock 
upon  notice  of  the  trust,  but  in  addition  that  they  expressly 
agreed  to  perform  the  trust. 

What  the  appellants  claim  as  setting  up  a  l^al  and  equi- 
table cause  of  action  is  not  such,  because  it  is  only  stating 
what  the  transaction  was,  and  the  whole  of  what  was  said 
and  done.  The  complaint  does  not  state  a  separate  legal  and 
a  separate  equitable  cause  of  action,  but  one  cause  of  action. 

There  would  be  a  variance  on  the  trial  if  all  the  contracts 
were  not  set  out. 

The  respondents  are  entitled  to  have  either  their  bonds 
and  stock  upon  the  validity  of  the  contracts  and  the  appellants' 
agreement  to  perform,  or  else  because  they  are  void. 

If  the  defendants  have  placed  themselves  in  such  a  position 
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that  a  statement  of  the  facts  would  entitle  the  respondents  to 
a  judgment  upon  an  a£B[niianee  of  the  contracts,  or  because 
they  are  void,  a  demurrer  cannot  compel  an  election,  inas- 
much as  only  one  cause  of  action  is  stated,  i.  «.,  one  instru'- 
ment,  as  modified  by  the  subsequent  contracts,  is  the  basis  of 
the  action. 

It  is  error  to  say  that  the  respondents  ask  relief  as  upon  an 
affirmance  and  avoidance  of  the  appellants'  transactions. 
These  transactions  are  only  one  cause  of  action,  although  the 
plaintiffs  may  be  entitled  to  either  legal  or  equitable  relief 
{Stevenson  agt.  Buxton^  15  Ahh.^  352 ;  Sheehan  agt.  Hamil- 
ton, 2  Keyes^  304;  The  JHf.  T.  Ice  Co,  agt.  The  N.  W.  Ins. 
Co.,  19  iT.  y.,  357;  Wandle  agt.  Tierney,  5  Duer,  661; 
Barlow  agt  Scott,  24  If.  Y.,  40 ;  Armitage  agt.  Pvlver,*Z1 
id.,  494).  The  prayer  to  the  complaint  is  not  the  subject  of 
demurrer  {HaU  agt.  HaU,  38  How.,  97 ;  Moses  agt.  WaiUcer, 
2  HUt.,  536 ;  Myer  agt.  Van  CoUum,  28  Barb.,  230 ;  Andrews 
agt.  Shaffer,  12  How.,  443). 

It  is  an  old  head  of  equity  that  chancery,  having  acquired 
jurisdiction,  will  adjudge  the  whole  subject-matter  between 
all  the  parties.  Again,  the  parties,  plaintiffs  or  defendants, 
need  not  have  equal  interests  in  a  cause  of  action  affecting  all 
( Verm&ide  agt.  Bech,  16  How.,  333). 

But  the  plaintiffs  are  the  sole  parties  plaintiffs,  and  they 
are  entitled  to  have  their  bonds  and  stock  restored  to  them ; 
and  whether  any  other  judgment  can  be  given  is  immaterial. 
That  is  a  good  cause  6i  action,  and,  as  before  shown,  is  based 
upon  one  contract  as  modified.  The  plaintiflfe  may  not  be 
entitled  to  all  of  the  relief  asked  It  is  sufiScient  that  they 
are  to  some  of  it,  and  that  all  the  relief  rests  upon  the  conr 
tract,  with  its  modifications,  and  all  the  defendants  are  con- 
nected with  the  same  subject  of  action  {Subdivision  1  ofsectiwi 
167  of  Code). 

LiiRBBMORE,  J. — Prior  to  June  9,  1868,  the  plaintiffs  had 
agreed  with  the  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  to 
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famiBh  certain  sums  of  money  to  aid  in  the  construction  of 
a  branch  road  belonging  to  said  company.  On  the  day  last 
named  the  defendant,  the  St.  Paul  and  Chicago  Railway 
Company  (the  successor  of  the  St.  Paul  and  Pacific  Railroad 
Company)  entered  into  a  written  agreement  with  John  G. 
L.  Childs  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  who  were  partners, 
reciting  the  former  agreement,  that  there  was  due  plaintiffs 
the  sum  of  £14,870,  68.  Sd.j  or  $105,000  in  currency,  with 
interest-;  and  in  consideration  of  the  discharge  of  all  liability 
therefrom,  the  said  St  Paul  and  Chicago  Railway  Company 
thereby  agreed  to  deliver  to  said  Childs  the  first  mortgage 
sever  per  cent  land  grant  sinking  fund  bonds,  to  the  amount 
of  $140,000,  par  value,  reserving  the  right  to  redeem  the 
same  upon  payment  of  seventy-five  cents  to  the  dollar.  Such 
bonds  were  to  be  delivered  as  collateral  to  the  payment  of 
certain  acceptances  to  be  given  by  said  St.  Paul  and  Chicago 
Railroad  Company  for  a  certain  quantity  of  iron  rails  which 
plaintiffs  were  to  purchase  for  said  company. 

It  was  further  agr^d  that,  in  case  of  failure  on  part  of 
plaintiffs  to  furnish  and  deliver  said  iron  rails  as  provided, 
no  title  to  said  bonds  was  to  pass,  but  the  same  were  to  be 
returned,  and  the  claim  of  plaintiffs  was  to  remain  at  £14,870, 
6*.  dd.y  with  interest,  as  an  ordinary  claim  for  moneys  fur- 
nished against  the  said  St.  Paul  and  Cliicago  Railway  Com- 
pany. 

It  is  then  averred  that  an  account  was  stated  between  said 
company  and  the  plaintiffs,  in  and  by  which*  the  sum  of 
$105,000  was  found  due  the  latter. 

This  is  followed  by  an  allegation  that  plaintiffs  offered  to 
perform  the  said  contract,  but  that  said  company  waived  the 
performance  thereof  in  writing,  and  agreed  that  there  was 
due  to  the  plaintiffs  upon  said  contract  8,000  shares  of  $100 
each  of  the  capital  stock;  that  the  plaintiffs  could  have 
delivered  all  of  said  iron  for  the  amount  stated  in  the  con- 
tract, leaving  said  stock  as  profit,  and  that  plaintiffs  have 
sustained  damage  thereby ;  that  there  is  now  due  plaintiffs 
Vol.  XLV  64 
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from  said  company  what  would  be  an  equivalent  to  the  3,000 
shares  of  capital  stock  of  $100  each,  under  the  contracts  set 
forth  in  said  complaint. 

Then  follow  separate  averments  as  to  the  transfer  of  the 
property  and  assets  of  said  company  to  the  defendant  Rice 
in  trust,  and  agreement  by  him  to  deliver  to  plaintiffi  said 
3,000  shares  of  stock,  and  pay  said  sum  of  $105,000  and  inter- 
est, the  transfer  of  Kice  to  the  Minnesota  Elailway  Construction 
Company,  with  like  agreement  and  trust  on  the  part  of  said 
last  named  company  to  pay  plaintiff  and  deliver  said  stock, 
the  transfer  by  said  latter  company  to  the  defendant,  the 
Milwaukie  and  St.  Paul  Railway"  Company,  of  the  trust 
estate  and  property,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  previous 
transaction  and  the  trust  thereby  imposed,  who,  in  considera- 
tion thereof,  assumed  and  agreed  to  pay  and  discharge  plain- 
tiflFs'  claim,  that  such  transfer  of  said  property  was  in  fraud  of 
plaintiff^'  rights.  These  several  averments,  as  laid,  raise  the 
presumption  of  liability  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  of  a 
trust  impressed  upon  the  property  as  against  defendants,  the 
Minnesota  Railway  Construction  Company  and  the  MUwau- 
kie  and  St.  Paul  Railway  Company,  so  as  to  require  an 
appropriation  of  said  trust  property  for  the  payment  of  the 
said  sum  of  $105,000,  and  the  delivery  of  the  3,000  shares  of 
said  stock  or  their  equivalent. 

It  is  true  that  part  of  the  relief  sought  is  that  said  trans- 
fers and  each  of  them  be  declared  fraudulent  and  void,  and 
that  they  be  set  aside;  but  demurrer  will  not  lie  to  the 
prayer  of  the  complaint  {HaU  agt.  Hall^  38  How.^  97 ;  Mosea 
agt.  Walker^  2  Hilton^  536  ;  Myer^^t.  Yarn  CoUum^  28  Barb.j 
230 ;  Andrews  agt.  Shaffer^  12  How.,  443). 

The  cause  of  action  is  based  upon  the  contracts  set  forth  in 
the  complaint  and  the  subsequent  acts  of  the  defentants  in 
dealing  with  said  trust  estate,  and  failure  to  satisfy  the  trusts 
relating  thereto. 

Upon  the  facts,  as  stated,  it  would  appear  that  plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to  some  relief;  and  if  defendants  are  aggrieved 
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by  any  of  the  averments  in  said  complaint,  which  are  unne- 
eesfiary  or  indefinite,  the  remedy  is  by  motion  and  not  by 
demurrer  {Eall  agt.  The  Omaha  Nat.  Bank.^  49  N.  T.,  626). 

BuBsell  Sage,  aa  president  of  the  Minnesota  Bailway  Oon- 
stmction  Company,  under  the  act  of  1853,  was  a  proper 
party  defendant  in  order  to  charge  that  company  for  inter- 
fering with  the  trust  estate,  {md  to  secure  a  final  adjudication 
of  the  rights  of  all  concerned ;  and  the  plaintiff  Stephenson 
being  a  resident  and  inhabitant  of  the  city  of  New  York,  in 
whidi  place  one  of  the  contracts  was  to  have  been  performed, 
the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  action. 

The  order  overruling  the  demurrer  should  be  affirmed. 
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SUPKEME  COURT. 

Smith,  administrator,  &c.,  agt.  Brttton. 

An  action  may  be  brought  by  an  administrator  upon  a  judgment  recovered 
in  favor  of  and  during  the  lifetime  of  his  intestate  against  the  defendant 
without  leave  of  the  court. 

Such  an  action  is  not  Mween  the  same  pwrUeSy  and,  therefore,  does  not  faU 
within  the  prohibition  of  section  71  of  the  Code. 

New  York  Special  Term,  Februarj/j  1873. 

Demitrreb  to  the  complaint. 

The  plaintiff,  as  administrator,  brought  an  action  upon  a 
judgment  recovered  in  favor  of  the  intestate  during  his  life- 
time against  the  defendant.  The  complaint  did  not  show 
that  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  leave  of  the  court  to  com- 
mence an  action  thereon.  The  defendant  demurred  to  the 
complaint  on  the  ground  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

Winchester  Britton,  ybr  defendant,  in  support  of  the 
demurrer,  cited  6haham  agt.  Scripture,  26  How.,  501 ; 
Code  of  Pro.,  §  283,  as  amended  in  1866. 

C.  Bainbrtoge  Smith,  for  plaintiff^,  cited  Wheeler  agt. 
Dakin,  12  Ebw.  Pr.  R.,  537 ;  Tuffts  agt.  Braisted, 
1  Abb.,  84 ;  Kopper  agt.  Howe,  2  Hilt.,  67. 

Van  BRTJNt,  J. — If  this  action  falls  within  the  prohibi- 
tion of  section  71  of  the  Code  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is 
necessary  to  allege  in  the  complaint  that  leave  to  sue  has 
been  obtained,  and  that  without  such  allegation  the  com- 
plaint is  bad  upon  demurrer  {Chraham  agt.  Scripture,  26  How., 
607 ;  Hastings  agt.  Fanuer,  4  Corns.,  293). 

The  next  question  is,  does  this  case  fall  within  the  pro- 
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visions  of  section  71?  That  section  provides  that  "  no  action 
shall  be  brought  upon  a  judgment  between  the  same  parties 
without  leave  of  the  court,"  &c. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  suit  may  be  brought  by  an  assignee 
of  a  judgment  without  leave,  because  it  was  not  between  the 
same  parties. 

Prior  to  the  amendment  of  section  283,  in  1866,  in  case  a 
judgment  creditor  died,  the  only  method  in  which  his  per- 
sonal representatives  could  enforce  the  judgment  was  by 
action ;  and  it  was  held  that  •  such  an  action  did  not  come 
within  the  prohibition  of  section  71  {Wheeler  SLgt.DaIciny  12 
How.Pr.  E.,  537). 

I,  however,  know  of  no  case  which  has  decided  the  precise 
question  now  under  consideration.  When  we,  however,  con- 
sider the  object  of  section  71,  viz.,  to  prevent  the  bringing 
of  needless  suits  upon  judgments  merely  for  the  purpose  o£ 
accumulating  costs,  we  can  see  that  they  do  not  at  all  apply 
to  the  case  where  the  action  upon  the  judgment  is  brought 
by  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the  judgment  creditor. 
In  such  a  case,  prior  to  1866,  as  I  have  said,  an  action  had 
to  be  brought.  .There  was  no  other  way  of  enforcing  the 
judgment,  and  the  legislature  evidently  did  not  intend  to 
embarrass  the  bringing  of  actions  which  were  necessary  for 
the  enforcement  of  the  judgment ;  and  they  therefore  made 
use  of  the  words  "  between  the  same  partiesJ^  They  had 
provided  ample  remedies  for  the  enforcement  of  the  judg- 
ment as  long  as  it  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  judgment 
creditor,  and,  for  that  reason,  refused  to  allow  any  new  action 
to  be  brought  between  the  same  parties  without  some  good 
cause  shown. 

It  therefore  seems  that,  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  sec- 
tion 71,  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  include,  within  the 
terras  "  the  same  parties,"  any  but  the  original  parties  to  the 
record ;  and  that  an  administrator  does  not  come  within  the 
prohibition.  Demurrer  overruled,  with  leave  to  answer  in 
twenty  days  upon  payment  of  costs  of  demurrer. 
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N.  T.  SUPEKIOR  COURT. 

Francis  Dainbse,  plaintiff  and  appellant,  agt.  Kiohabd  H. 
Allen  and  Anthony  B.  Allbn,  defendants  and  respond- 
ents. 

Where  a  case,  as  settled,  contains  no  excepUan^  either  to  the  final  decision 
or  to  any  question  of  law  decided  during  the  trial,  the  court  cannot,  on 
appeal,  review  it. 

But  exceptions  to  conclusions  of  law  may  be  reviewed,  although  the 
printed  case  does  not  contain  any  of  the  evidence.  On  such  an  appeal 
the  question  is,  has  the  judge  or  referee  drawn  a  correct  conclusion 
from  established  facts  ? 

Findings  of  fact  need  no  exception ;  and  when  a  party  relies  exdumdg 
upon  erroneous  decisions  made  during  the  trial,  it  is  not  necessaiy  to 
make  and  serve  formal  exceptions  to  the  conclusions  of  law,  or  to  the 
final  decision. 

Where  the  case  contains  no  exception  to  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint  in 
the  action,  or  to  the  referee's  conclusions  of  law,  the  court,  neverthe- 
less, have  the  power  to  review  the  rulings  of  the  referee  upon  the  ques- 
tions of  evidence,  which  arose  upon  the  trial  and  are  presented  by  the 
exceptions  taken  at  th6  time,  and  to  reverse  the  judgment  and  grant  a 
new  trial  if  it  is  found  that  the  referee  has  erred  in  any  of  these  pcuiico- 
lars  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  rule  in  regard  to  rejected  evidence  on  the  trial  is,  that  the  appellate 
court  will  not  inquire  into  the  relevancy  of  rejected  evidence,  unless  such 
evidence,  or  its  substance,  appear  in  the  case,  but  will  assume  that  the 
judge  or  referee  who  tried  the  cause  properly  rejected  it 

On  appeal  every  reasonable  intendment,  on  questions  of  law  as  well  as  of 
fact,  is  to  be  made  in  support  of  the  judgment ;  and  the  party  who  allegeB 
error  in  the  decision  of  a  referee,  or  of  a  judge  without  a  jury,  holds  the 
(mu9  of  establishing,  either  that  an  erroneous  legal  conclusion  has  been 
deduced  from  the  facts  found,  or  that  some  error  of  law  has  been  com- 
mitted in  the  interlocutory  proceedings  by  which  such  conclusion  was 
reached. 

HdcL,  that  in  the  light  of  the  facts  disclosed  in  this  case  it  was  easy  to  see 
that  the  rejected  correspondence,  as  evidence,  if  admitted,  would  not 
have  changed  the  result. 
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General  Temiy  May^  1873. 

Before  Babboub,  C.  J.^  cmd  Feeedman  and  Sedgwick,  JJ, 

Appeal  from  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  a  referee. 

In  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1863  and  the  first  part  of 
1864  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  business  in  Alexandria, 
Egypt;  the  defendants  were  in  business  in  the  city  of  New 
York. 

The  plaintiff  had  two  agents  in  America,  William  0. 
Zantzinger,  of  Washington,  and  John  Hopper,  of  New  York. 
Through  these  agents  and  by  direct  correspondence  there 
was  much  negotiation  between  the  parties  to  this  action. 

The  action  was  commenced  in  the  year  1866  to  recover 
$6,867.65  alleged  to  have  been  overpaid  the  defendants  by 
plaintiffs  agents.  The  plaintiff  claimed  (1)  that  he  had 
instructed  Zantzinger  to  ship  certain  goods  to  him  in  Egypt 
at  fixed  prices ;  (2)  that  defendants  knew  the  limits  and  filled 
the  order  at  higher  prices ;  (3)  that  defendants  had  shipped 
with  his  goods  certain  goods  on  their  own  account,  upon 
which  he  should  be  entitled  to  a  credit ;  and  (4)  that  certain 
ice  shipped  was  ordered  by  plaintiff  on  condition  that  it 
arrived  in  Egypt  by  a  certain  date,  and  that  it  was  shipped 
too  late  to  arrive  at  such  time. 

The  defendants  claimed  (1)  that  there  was  no  fixed  limi- 
tation as  to  price ;  (2)  that  no  notice  was  brought  home  to 
the  defendants  of  any  limitation  as  to  kind  or  price ;  (3) 
that  they  had  not  been  overpaid ;  (4)  that  the  shipment  of 
ice  was  duly  authorized,  and  that  they  had  shipped,  upon  the 
orders  of  Hopper  to  Dainese,  goods  to  the  value  of  $28,737.85,* 
and  upon  their  own  account  of  $814.73,  upon  which  they  had 
been  paid  $20,400.15,  and  they  set  up  a  counter-claim  for  the 
balance  due,  $9,089.22  and  interest,  and  for  the  value  of  the 
invoice  forwarded  on  their  own  account,  amounting  to  $814.75, 
which  was  not  accoxmted  for. 

The  action  having  been  referred,  the  referee  decided  all  the 
matters  of  feet  in  defendants'  favor,  dismissed  plaintiff's  com- 
plaint, to  which  dismissal  no  exception  was  taken,  and  gave 
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judgment  in  defendants'  favor  for  the  amount  of  $13,087.76, 
being  the  amount  unpaid  of  the  invoice  forwarded  to  the 
plaintiff  by  Hopper's  orders,  and  $167.25,  the  value  of  a 
cotton-gin,  from  the  invoice  of  $814.75,  forwarded  on  defend- 
ants' account,  leaving  out  of  consideration  the  remainder  of 
that  invoice. 

No  exceptions  to  the  findings  of  fact  or  of  law  were  taken 
to  this  report  by  either  side. 

The  plaintiff  appealed  and  claimed  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment on  the  ground  of  alleged  erroneous  rulings  of  the 
referee  on  questions  of  evidence  which  had  been  duly 
excepted  to, 

Samuel  Huntington,  for  appellcmt. 

John  L.  Cadwaladeb,  for  respondents.  * 

By  the  Courtj  Fbeedman,  J. — Section  272  of  the  Code 
provides :  "  The  trial  by  referees  shall  be  conducted  in  the 
same  manner  and  on  similar  notice  as  a  trial  by  the  court. 
*  *  *  They  must  state  the  facts  found  and  the  conclu- 
sions of  law  separately,  and  their  decision  must  be  given,  and 
may  be  excepted  to  and  reviewed  in  like  manner,  and  with 
like  effect  in  all  respects,  as  in  cases  of  appeal  under  section 
268 ;  and  they  may  in  like  manner  settle  a  case  on  exceptions. 
The  report  of  the  referees  upon  the  whole  issue  shall  stand  as 
the  decision  of  the  codrt,  and  judgment  may  be  entered  thereon 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  action  had  been  tried  by  the 
'court." 

Section  268,  thus  referred  to,  and  which  relates  to  a  trial 
by  the  court  without  a  jury,  further  prescribes  that  '^for  the 
purpose  of  cm  appeal  either  party  may  except  to  a  decision 
on  a  matter  of  law  arising  upon  such  trial  within  ten  days 
after  notice  in  writing  of  the  judgment,  in  the  same  manner 
and  with  the  same  effect  as  upon  a  trial  by  jury.  *  *  * 
And  either  party  desiring  a  review  upon  the  evidence  appear- 
ing on  the  trial,  either  of  the  questions  of  fact  or  of  law  may, 
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^at  any  time  within  ten  days  after  notice  of  the  judgment  or 
within  such  time  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  the 
court,  make  a  case  or  exceptions  in  like  manner  as  upon  a 
trial  by  jury,  except  that  the  judge  in  settling  the  case  must 
briefly  specify  the  facts  found  by  him,  and  his  conclusions  of 
^  law.  But  the  question,  whether  of  fact  or  of  law,  arising 
upon  the  trial,  can  only  be  reviewed  in  the  manner  prescribed 
by  this  section ;  the  questions  of  law  in  every  stage  of  the 
appeal,  and  the  questions  of  fact  upon  the  appeal  to  the 
general  term  of  the  same  court,  as  prescribed  by  section 
348." 

Under  section  348  an  appeal  upon  the  law  may  be  taken  to 
the  general  term  from  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of 
referees,  or  the  direction  of  a  single  judge  of  the  same  court 
in  aU  cases,  and  upon  thefacty  when  the  trial  is  by  the  court 
or  referees. 

It  is  apparent,  as  well  from  the  language  of  section  268  as 
from  its  history  and  subject-matter,  that  two  classes  of  excep- 
tions are  contemplated  by  its  provisions.  The  first  clause  of 
the  section  provides  that  either  party  may  except  to  a  decision 
on  a  matter  of  law  arising  on  the  trial  within  ten  days  after 
notice  of  the  judgment.  This  clause  could  not  have  been 
intended,  and  it  has  never  been  construed  so  as  to  authorize 
a  party  to  except  to  a  decision  made  on  the  trial  in  relation  to 
the  exception  or  rejection  of  evidence,  or  to  take  any  excep- 
tion which  he  might,  and,  according  to  the  ordinary  course  of 
practice,  would  have  been  required  to  take  on  the  trial.  And 
yet  such  exceptions  come  within  the  letter  of  the  section. 
They  relate  to  "  matters  "  or  questions  of  law  arising  on  the 
trial.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  they  were  not  intended  by 
the  language  of  this  clause,  and  that  as  to  such  exceptions  the 
party,  for  all  purposes  of  an  appeal,  is  limited  to  those  taken 
on  the  trial  {Brewer  agt.  Irish^  12  How.^  486). 

Consequently,  after  trial  the  first  step  will  be  to  except, 
within  the  time  limited,  to  the  legal  points  and  propositions 
involved  in  the  final  decision  rendered  against  the  party 
Vol.  XLV  66 
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intending  to  appeal.  The  next  proceeding  will  be  to  prepare 
a  case  and  have  it  settled.  This  is  necessary  for  the  purposes 
of  a  review,  in  whichever  mode  the  cause  has  been  tried.  It 
generally  contains  the  evidence  bearing  upon  the  conclusions 
of  fact  intended  to  be  reviewed ;  the  exceptions  taken  during 
the  trial  as  well  as  those  taken  after  the  trial  to  the  finalA 
decision,  and  a  separate  statement  of  facts  found  and  con- 
clusions of  law  {JoJmson  agt.  WhiUoch^  13  If,  J".,  348). 

Where  the  case,  as  settled,  contains  no  exception,  either  to 
the  final  decision  or  to  any  question  of  law  decided  during 
the  trial,  the  court  cannot,  on  appeal,  review  it. 

But  exceptions  to  conclusions  of  law  may  be  reviewed, 
although  the  printed  case  does  not  contain  any  of  the  evi- 
dence. On  such  an  appeal  the  question  is,  has  the  judge  or 
referee  drawn  a  correct  conclusion  from  established  facts 
{Frost  agt.  Smithy  7  Bosw.y  108)  ?  Findings  of  fact  need  no 
exception  {Hatch  agt.  Fogerty^  7  Hobt^  488 ;  Lejler  agt. 
Fieldy  50  Barh.,  410;  Ma/gor,  cfec,  agt.  Erhen^  24  How.^ 
358 ;  Magie  agt.  Bak^,  14  N.  Y.,  438). 

And  when  a  party  relies  exclusively  upon  erroneous  deci- 
sions made  during  the  trial,  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  and 
serve  fonnal  exceptions  to  the  conclusions  of  law  or  to  the 
final  decision  {Cowen  agt.  The  Village  of  West  Troy^  43 
Barh.j  48 ;  The  Mayor ^  c&o,,  agt.  Frhen^  24  ffow.,  358). 

Notwithstanding,  therefore,  the  case  before  us  contains  no 
exception  to  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint  or  to  the  referee's 
conclusions  of  law,  we  have  no  doubt  of  our  power  to  review 
the  rulings  of  the  referee  upon  the  questions  of  evidence, 
which  arose  upon  the  trial  and  are  presented  by  the  excep- 
tions taken  at  the  time,  and  to  reverse  the  judgment  and 
grant  a  new  trial  if  it  be  found  that  the  referee  has  erred  in 
any  of  these  particulars  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  principal  exceptions  relate  to  the  exclusion  of  certain 
letters.  Plaintiff's  counsel  offered  in  evidence,  among  other 
matters  and  in  different  forms,  a  part  of  the  correspondence 
between  the  defendants  and  W.  0.  Zantzinger,  and  claimed 
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its  admiBsion  on  the  ground  that,  taken  as  a  whole,  it  afforded 
proof  that  the  authority  of  Zantzinger  as  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff  was  limited,  and  that  the  defendants  knew  of  such 
limitation.  No  particular  parts  of  this  correspondence  were 
pointed  out  or  referred  to  by  plaintiff's  counsel,  nor  was  the 
said  correspondence  read  or  examined  by  the  referee ;  but  it 
was  insisted  that,  by  a  general  examination  of  these  letters, 
certain  admissions  would  be  discovered  from  their  general 
tenor. 

The  defendants  objected  (1)  generally  to  the  admissibility 
of  the  letters  as  evidence;  (2)  that  as  the  purpose  was  to 
extract  admissions  from  the  letters  generally,  it  could  not 
fairly  be  done  by  introducing  letters  of  considerable  length 
without  referring  to  any  particular  parts  or  passages  as  sus- 
taining plaintiff's  view,  and  that  no  right  existed  to  intro- 
duce papers  and  insist  that  the  defendant's  counsel  and  the 
referee  should  perform  the  labor  of  plaintiff's  counsel  and 
discover  the  materiality  of  the  testimony ;  and  (3)  that  as  the 
avowed  purpose  was  from  a  lengthy  correspondence  as  a 
result  of  the  whole,  and  not  from  any  particular  portion  to 
establish  that  defendants  knew  the  limitation,  that  this  con- 
elusion  could  not  be  drawn  from  a  part  or  from  one  side  of 
the  correspondence;  that  is,  that  as  it  required  a  careful 
examination  to  find  the  evidence  of  this  knowledge,  and  as  it 
only  arose,  as  it  were,  from  the  flavor  of  the  general  corre- 
spondence, that  it  was  but  proper  to  introduce  both  sides.  The 
referee  ruled  with  the  defendants,  and  excluded  the  letters. 

Plaintiff's  counsel  then  offered  for  the  same  purpose  and 
in  the  same  manner  a  part  of  the  correspondence  between  the 
defendants  and  the  plaintiff.  This  was  also  excluded.  Plain- 
tiff's counsel  thereupon  stated  that  the  deposition  of  plaintiff, 
already  taken  herein,  would  supply  the  contents  of  the  letters 
which  were  not  produced,  and  he  offered  the  deposition  with 
the  letters  already  produced  as  constituting  a  complete  corre- 
spondence, with  secondary  proof  of  a  part  thereof.  After  an 
examination  of  this  question  and  of  the  admissibility  of  the 
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letters  written  by  the  defendants,  the  referee  ruled  thereon  as 
follows : 

''  To  prove  admissions  by  the  defendants,  the  answers  of 
Allen  may  be  put  in  evidence :  1.  To  all  of  those  letters 
from  Dainese  to  themselves,  which  are  mentioned  in  the 
depositions ;  and,  also,  2.  Their  answers  to  letters  written  by 
Dainese  to  Zantzinger,  and  by  Zantzinger  communicated  to 
them,  as  stated  in  Zantzinger's  deposition  and  in  Dainese's 
deposition.  These  letters  to  Zantzinger,  communicated  to 
defendants,  are  marked  W.  G.  Z.,  1-6.  These  letters  from 
Dainese  to  defendants  are  dated  January  25th,  April  19th, 
May  24th,  July  16th,  August  16th,  1864" 

A  number  of  letters  of  the  defendants  to  plaintiff,  dated 
March  23d,  April  5th,  15th,  16th,  March  (or  May)  4th,  May 
14th,  June  1st,  14th,  July  8th,  27th,  March  2d,  4th,  23d,  29th, 
A.pril  25th,  26th,  29th,  July  12th,  all  in  1864,  were  thereupon 
offered  under  the  ruling  of  the  referee  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  by  their  general  tenor  admissions  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants,  but  which  the  plaintiff's  counsel  stated,  in  answer 
to  a  question  from  the  referee,  did  not  appear  (except  that 
dated  March  2d,  1864)  to  be  specific  answers  to  any  of  the 
'letters  mentioned  in  the  referee's  last  ruling.  No  particular 
*  passages  were  pointed  out  to  the  referee,  nor  were  the  letters 
read  by  defendants'  counsel  or  examined  by  the  referee.  The 
letters  were  objected  to  by  the  defendants'  counsel  as  before, 
and  were  excluded,  except  that  of  March  2d,  which  plaintiff 's 
counsel  declined  to  put  in  evidence  by  itself. 

Plaintiffs  counsel  finally  read  a  number  of  letters  that  had 
passed  between  plaintiff'  and  Hopper,  and  between  plaintiff 
and  the  defendants,  and  they  were  received  in  evidence 
together,  with  other  evidence  of  a  documentary  character. 

Now  it  may  well  be  that  some,  if  not  all,  of  the  excluded 
letters  were  admissible.  They  certainly  should  have  been 
received  for  what  they  were  worth,  if  they  had  any  bearing 
at  all  upon  the  points  at  issue.  The  declarations  and  admis- 
sions of  a  party  are  always  admissible,  and  letters  written  by 
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a  party  are  evidence  against  him  without  the  production  of 
those  to  which  they  are  answers,  provided  they  relate  to  a 
controverted  question  in  the  case,  and  thus  become  material. 
If  irrelevant,  however,  they  are  to  be  excluded,  and  no  coun- 
sel has  a  right  to  introduce  whole  packages  of  papers  without 
reading  them,  or  any  of  them,  or  otherwise  showing  their 
materiality  by  a  reference  to  their  essential  parts.  When, 
therefore,  the  attention  of  plaintiff's  counsel  was  called  to 
this  point,  he  should  have  established  their  materiality  by 
pointing  out  the  particular  passages  upon  which  he  intended 
to  rely.  He  did  not  choose  so  to  do ;  nor  did  he  see  lit  to 
enlighten  us  upon  this  point.  None  of  these  letters  is  set 
forth  in  the  printed  case,  and,  consequently,  we  are  unable  to 
determine  whether  the  rejected  corre8i)ondenoe,  or  some  part 
thereof,  in  point  of  fact,  contained  what  plaintiff's  counsel, 
in  the  &ce  of  defendants'  denial,  claimed  it  did.  The  rule  is 
that  the  appellate  court  will  not  inquire  into  the  relevancy  of 
rejected  evidence,  unless  such  evidence,  or  its  substance, 
appear  in  the  case,  but  will  assume  that  the  judge  or  referee 
who  tried  the  cause  properly  rejected  it  {Berry  agt.  MayheWy 
1  Daly,  54). 

On  appeal,  every  reasonable  intendment,  on  questions  of 
law  as  well  as  of  fact^  is  to  be  made  in  support  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  the  party  who  alleges  error  in  the  decision  of  a 
referee,  or  of  a  judge  without  a  jury,  holds  the  oniM  of  esta- 
blishing, either  that  an  erroneous  legal  conclusion  has  been 
deduced  from  the  fact  found,  or  that  same  error  of  law  has 
been  cOnmiitted  in  the  interlocutory  proceedings  by  which 
such  conclusion  was  reached  {Mead,  Adm,,  cfec,  agt.  Bnnn, 
32  N.  r;,  275 ;  Hervy  agt.  Kerr,  8  B<mo.,  194 ;  RichcMrdr 
son  agt.  Dugan,  8  id,,  207 ;  Hoyt  agt.  Hoyt,  8  id.,  511 ; 
Lee  Bank  agt.  SaUerlee,  1  Rdbt,  1 ;  Jvlia/no  agt.  Wateon,  43 
N.  r.,  577). 

*  Plaintiff  has  not  only  failed  to  show  any  such  error,  but  it 
even  appears  from  the  unquestioned  findings  and  conclusions 
of  the  referee  that  plaintiff  was  not  harmed  bv  the  exclusion 
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of  the  letters  in  question.  The  referee  has  found  upon  the 
whole  case  that  before  the  shipment  of  goods  took  place  the 
plaintiff  displaced  Zantzinger  by  Hopper;  that  plaintiff  gave 
to  the  latter  a  general  power  and  authority  to  purchase  and 
forward  the  goods  at  such  prices  as  he  deemed  advisable  and 
proper ;  that  the  said  power  was  without  restriction  and  limi- 
tation, and  fully  authorized  Hopper  to  act  in  the  matter  of 
the  consignment  to  be  made  to  the  plaintiff,  and  in  the  selec- 
tion of  the  persons  who  were  to  make  it,  as  he  thought  pro- 
per; that  Hopper  consulted  with  the  defendants  and  was 
informed  by  them  of  what  had  been  done  in  carrying  out 
plaintiff's  order  under  Zantzinger's  instructions ;  that  Hopper 
approved  of  all  that  had  been  done,  and  instructed  the  defend 
ants  to  complete  the  order;  that  after  that  time  Hopper 
superintended  the  execution  of  the  order,  and  that  the  same 
was  executed  and  the  shipment  made  to  his  satisfaction. 

The  referee  also  found  that  the  vessel,  the  Louisa  Bruno, 
containing  such  goods,  sailed  from  New  York  the  26th  oi 
27th  day  of  April,  1864,  and  arrived  at  Alexandria  on  or 
about  the  13th  day  of  June,  1864,  and  that  the  plaintiff, 
thereupon,  received  all  the  goods  contained  in  said  veissel 
without  objection,  paid  the  amount  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the 
charter-party  of  the  said  vessel,  stored  the  goods  and  treated 
the  same  as  his  own,  and,  so  far  as  appears  from  the  evidence 
herein,  at  that  time  made  no  complaint  and  expressed  no  dis- 
satisfaction in  regard  to  the  same. 

In  the  light  of  these  facts  it  is  easy  to  see  that  the  rejected 
correspondence,  if  admitted,  would  not  have  changed  the 
result. 

Plaintiff  was  also  examined  as  to  whether  he  wrote  and  sent 
certain  letters  to  the  defendants  in  1864.  He  answered  that 
he  did,  and  gave  the  dates.  Defendants'  counsel  having 
received  a  notice  to  produce  them,  produced  two  and  stated 
that  he  had  no  others.  Plaintiff's  counsel  then  offered  to 
read  plaintiff's  statement  taken  on  commission  as  to  the  con- 
tents of  the  missing  letters,  which  was  objected   to   and 
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excluded.  The  purpose  for  which  Becondary  proof  of  their 
contents  was  thus  offered  was  not  stated.  We  think  the 
evidence  was  properly  excluded.  In  the  absence  of  any  clue 
to  their  materiality,  these  letters  must  be  treated  as  the 
declarations  of  the  plaintiff  himself.  But,  even  if  they  were 
offered  for  the  purpose  of  fastening  a  notice  of  some  kind  on 
the  defendants,  they  were  admissible  only  on  proof  showing 
at  least  that  they  were  properly  mailed  and  forwarded  to 
defendants'  address  {CrandaU  agt.  Clarke  t  JSarb.j  169). 
No  such  proof  was  given. 

An  exception  was  also  taken  to  the  reception  of  the  depo- 
sition of  Ferdinando  Russo,  but  it  is  clearly  untenable  for 
the  reason  that  all  objections  to  the  reading  of  the  deposition 
appear  to  have  been  waived  by  stipulation  before  trial. 

The  other  exceptions  are  not  adverted  to  in  the  printed 
points ;  and  not  having  been  discussed  on  the  argument,  they 
are  waived. 

It  appearing,  therefore,  that  no  error  has  been  committed 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff,  the  judgment  appealed  from 
must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Barboub,  C.  J.,  and  Sedgwick,  J.,  concurred. 
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GREENE  COUNTY  COURT. 

James  Eldsbdob^  respondent,  agt.  Abthub  MoNultt, 

appellant. 

Where  the  eonsUMe  who  serves  the  summons  for  the  plaintiff  in  a  justice's 
court  appears  and  advocates  the  cause  on  the  trial  for  the  defendant,  who 
did  not  appear  in  person,  without  producing  any  authority,  and  without 
objection  by  the  plaintiff,  who  personally  appeared,  the  defendant 
cannot,  on  appeal,'take  advantage  of  such  appearance  by  the  constable 
for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment 

March  Term,  1864. 

Appeal  from  a  justice's  jud^^ent.  The  facts  appear  in 
the  opinion. 

James  W.  HisBERD,y!?r  afpdlant, 
D.  K.  &  J.  B.  OLNEYj/br  respondent 

Griswold,  Cov/atyJ. — The  plain  tiff  appeared  in  person  upon 
the  joining  of  issue  and  trial  of  the  cause  before  the  justice. 
The  defendant  did  not  appear  in  person.  The  constable  who 
served  the  summons  in  the  action  for  the  plaintiff  appeared 
and  advocated  the  cause  for  the  defendant  on  the  trial  without 
proof  of  his  authority  from  the  defendant  and  without  objec- 
tion from  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  now  appeals,  and 
alleges  this  for  error  under  section  42,  article  3,  title  4,  chap. 
2,  part  3,  of  the  Eevised  Statutes,  providing  "  that  the  con- 
stable serving  the  original  or  jury  process  should  not  appear 
and  advocate  for  either  party  at  the  trial." 

The  cases  in  11  Wend.y  73,  18  H(yw.,  279,  and  in  fact  all 
the  cases  so  far  as  I  have  noticed  where  it  has  been  held  error 
under  this  statute,  the  defendant  alleged  this  for  error  where 
the  constable  had  served  the  process  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
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party  for  whom  he  advocates  the  cause,  under  the  objection  of 
the  defendant,  or  when  the  defendant  did  not  appear,  and 
was  therefore  presumed  to  have  objected.  I  think  from  the 
case  in  2d  Johns.,  284,  which  was  before  this  statute,  that  the 
statute  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  party  against  whom 
the  constable  advocated  the  cause. 

The  wrong  which  the  statute  seems  to  have  been  intended 
to  reach,  it  seems  to  me,  can  only  be  likely  to  occur  to  the 
party  against  whom  he  advocates  the  cause,  as  in  serving  the 
summons,  where  he  may  mislead  the  defendant  as  to  time 
or  place,  and  then  advocate  for  the  plaintiff,  or  serving  a 
venire  while  advocating  for  one  of  the  parties  against  the 
other.  It  therefore  seems  somewhat  doubtful  whether  the 
party  for  wliom  the  constable  acts  can  allege  for  error  that  the 
constable  advocated  for  him. 

But  there  is  no  doubt  (even  if  the  party  for  whom  the  con- 
stable acts  may  allege  that  for  error)  that  that  party  may 
waive  the  error,  or,  in  other  words,  a  statute  made  for  his 
benefit  (11  Wend.,  74;  3  Ben.y  84). 

If  Butler  is  presumed  to  have  acted  by  authority  from  the 
defendant,  of  course  that  must  be  a  waiver,  so  far  as  the 
defendant  is  concerned. 

Judge  CowEN  says,  in  15  Wend.,  653 :  '^  The  statute  (2  S, 
S.y  §  43,  4th  ed.)  requiring  proof  of  the  authority  of  the  attor- 
ney was  for  the  security  of  the  opposite  party."  It  woulc' 
seem  from  that  case  that  so  far  as  the  party  for  whom  the 
attorney  appears  in  a  justice's  court  is  concerned,  the  attor 
ney,  as  in  courts  of  record,  is  presumed  to  act  by  authority. 

I  am  not  entirjely  clear  as  to  the  law ;  but  being  in  doubt,  and 
it  clearly  appearing  from  the  return  that  no  injury  could  have 
resulted  to  the  defendant  by  Butler's  acting  as  attorney,  but 
on  the  contrary  it  clearly  appearing  that  the  plaintiff's  judg- 
ment by  a  judicious  cross-examination  of  plaintiff's  witnesses 
by  Butler  was  in  fact  reduced  some  four  dollars,  I  think  I 
ought  not  to  reverse  the  judgment.    It  is  therefore  affirmed. 

Vol.  XLV  56 


44a  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Young  agt.  AUyn. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Ambbose  YouKa  agt.  Russel  Alltn. 

In  an  action  intended  to  be  for  fraud,  and  the  summons  is  for  relief y  the 
plaintiff  by  his  complaint  on  a  promissory  note  only  is  entitled  t3  the  same 
C09U  only  as  if  he  had  properly  commenced  his  action  by  summons  for 
money  where  the  defendant  fails  to  answer. 

Seventh  District^  June  Special  Term^  1873. 

The  plaintiff,  intending  to  bring  an  action  for  false  and 
fraudulent  representations,  issued  a  summons  for  relief  under 
subdivision  2  of  section  129  of  the  Code,  but,  after  appear- 
ance by  the  defendant,  complained  upon  a  promissory  note. 
He  recovered  judgment,  and,  upon  the  taxation  of  his  costs, 
the  clerk  of  Ontario  county,  against  the  objection  of  the 
defendant,  allowed  twenty-five  dollars  for  proceedings  before 
notice  of  trial.  The  defendant  moves  to  reduce  the  amount 
so  allowed  to  fifteen  dollars. 

H.  R.  DuBFEE,yi>r  the  motion. 

I.  The  amount  of  costs  to  be  allowed  the  plaintiff  for  pro- 
ceedings before  notice  of  trial  depends  upon  the  nature  of  the 
action,  and  not  on  the  form  of  the  summons*(Cl9(fo,  §  307 ; 
Pardee  agt.  Schenok,  11  How.  Pr.  jff.,  500). 

II.  A  summons  for  relief  is  proper  in  any  case,  and  without 
variance  a  plaintiff  may  set  out  any  cause  of  action  {Hewson 
agt.  Decker^  29  How.  Pr.  i2.,  385).  But  tlie  form  of  the 
summons  does  not  and  cannot  confer  any  additional  rights  on 
the  plaintiff  {McCoun  agt.  N.  Y.  C.  and  H.  H.  H.  R.  Co.y 
50  N.  Y.y  176;  Cobb  agt.  Dunkin,  19  How.  Pr.  R.y  164; 
Brown  agt.  Eaton^  37  id.^  325). 
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m.  The  right  to  costs  is  a  substantial  right,  and  an  order 
affecting  it  is  appealable  {Burhans  agt.  TibbUtSj  7  Sow.  Pr. 
£.,  75 ;  Utter  agt.  Gifordj  25  id.,  289).  But  the  form  of  the 
summons  does  not  affect  a  substantial  right  {McCoun  agt.  iT. 
Y.  C.  and  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.,  sv^pra).  The  form  of  the 
summons  cannot,  therefore,  affect  the  right  to  costs. 

D.  Hebron,  ngcmiBt  the  motion,  cited  Code,  %  307,  Hewaon 
agt.  Decker  (29  How.  Pr.  R.,  385),  and  claimed  that  the 
plaintiff  in  a  summons  for  relief  is  obliged  to  apply  to  the 
court  for  judgment,  and  is  therefore  entitled  to  twenty-five 
dollars  costs  for  proceedings  before  notice  of  trial. 

J.  C.  Smtth,  J. — Where  a  party  commences  an  action  on  a 
money  demand  for  a  specified  sum  by  summons  for  relief, 
and  thus  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily  puts  himself  in  a  posi- 
tion where  he  must  apply  to  the  court  for  judgment  on  the 
defendant's  failure  to  answer,  he  is  entitled  to  the  same  costs 
only  as  if  he  had  properly  commenced  his  action  by  summons 
for  money. 

Motion  granted. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Agricultural  Insurance  Company  agt.  William  A.  Bean. 

Readjustment  qf  easts  ordered  for  reasons  contained  in  fourteen  different 
statements,  which  contain  the  only  proper  syUdbus  to  the  case,  as  anj 
abbreviation  of  them  would  not  present  all  the  points  decided. 

Chencmgo  iipecial  Temiy  August  26,  1873. 

Before  Eansom  Balcom,  J. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  a  readjustment  of  defendant's  costs. 

The  action  had  been  on  the  Cortland  circuit  court  calendar 
several  times.  It  had  been  once  tried,  when  only  twenty 
odd  witnesses  were  sworn  on  the  part  of  the  defendant ;  and 
the  jury  did  not  agree.  It  was  noticed  for  trial,  and  on  the 
April  Cortland  circuit  calendar  in  1873,  when  the  plaintiff 
discontinued  it. 

The  clerk  taxed  fees  of  eighty-four  witnesses  for  defendant, 
who  had  never  been  sworn  in  the  cause ;  and  among  them 
were  three  attorneys,  who  resided  at  the  place  where  the 
court  was  held.  The  clerk  also  taxed  witness  fees  for  him- 
self, although  he  was  not  sworn.  The  fees  of  witnesses 
allowed  the  defendant  amounted  to  nearly  $800. 

The  clerk  refused  to  adjourn  the  adjustment  of.  the  costs, 
so  the  plaintiff's  attorney  could  procure  the  aflSdavits  of  the 
alleged  witnesses  who  were  not  sworn,  to  show  that  many 
of  them  were  not  material  or  necessary,  or  had  not  been 
subpcBuaed  or  paid  their  fees,  or  other  facts  to  establish  that 
their  fees  should  not  be  allowed  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 

O.  N.  KKLLOGy  for  plamtif. 
W.  H.  Warren, ybr  defendant. 
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Baloom,  «/". — This  motion  is  granted,  and  the  clerk  is 
directed  to  readjust  defendant's  costs,  on  the  proper  notice  to 
plaintiff's  attorney,  for  the  following  reasons,  viz. : 

1.  The  clerk  should  have  adjourned  the  adjustment  of  the 
costs  a  reasonable  time,  when  the  adjournment  was  asked  for 
in  good  faith  and  on  just  grounds  by  plaintiff's  attorney. 
2.  The  trial  fee  of  thirty  dollars  for  the  April  circuit,  1873, 
should  have  been  disallowed.  3.  Witness  fees  should  not 
have  been  allowed  for  the  attendance  of  the  county  clerk,  as 
a  witness  for  defendant,  imder  the  circumstances.  He  was 
not  paid  or  sworn  as  a  witness,  did  not  produce  any  paper  or 
document  for  defendant,  and  attended  each  circuit  in  the 
capacity  of  derk  thereof.  4.  The  aflSdavits  on  the  part  of 
defendant,  as  to  his  witnesses  and  their  attendance,  were 
insuflScient  to  justify  the  clerk  in  allowing  fees  for  all,  if  for 
any  of  the  alleged  witnesses  who  were  not  sworn.  5.  An 
attorney,  though  not  employed  in  the  case,  is  not  entitled  to 
fees  as  a  witness,  if  subpoenaed,  unless  it  be  shown  that  he 
attends  the  court  as  a  witness  and  not  as  an  attorney,  unless 
he  is  sworn ;  and  in  that  case  he  is  entitled  to  fees  for  the 
day  he  is  sworn,  even  if  he  has  not  been  subpoenaed.  6.  For 
all  witnesses,  not  sworn,  the  proof  miust  be  that  they  were 
deemed  absolutely  material  and  necessary,  and  the  facts  also 
shown  that  the  defendant  expected  to  prove  and  believed  he 
could  prove  by  them.  The  clerk  should  see  that  they  must 
have  been  subpoenaed,  or  their  attendance  procured,  in  good 
faith,  and  been  considered  material  and  necessary ;  and  that 
no  prudent  counsel  would  have  consented  to  try  the  cause 
without  their  attendance  if  they  could  be  procured.  7.  The 
proof  must  also  show  that  it  was  necessary  for  the  witnesses 
to  travel,  and  did  in  fact  travel  by  the  usually  traveled  routes 
the  distances  charged  for  them,  as  such  witnesses,  before  the 
clerk  should  allow  such  charges.  8.  The  defendant  should 
more  fully  explain  why  his  witnesses,  if  material  and  neces- 
sary, were  not  sworn  when  the  cause  was  tried.  The  expla- 
nation given  was  insufScient.    9.  The  clerk  should  disallow 
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all  charges  for  witnesses  that  he  shall  be  satisfied,  from  the 
circumstances,  were  unnecessarily  subpoenaed  or  unnecessa- 
rily requested  to  attend,  or  were  procured  with  the  view  of 
increasing  the  costs  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  10.  If 
witnesses  are  not  paid  fees  in  advance  or  daily,  or  their 
expenses  of  attendance  (if  not  given  fees)  are  not  paid  or 
provided  for  by  the  party  as  they  are  incurred,  it  is  a  strong 
circumstance  against  the  allowance  of  their  fees.  11.  If  wit- 
nesses reside  in  the  place  where  the  court  is  held,  and  do  not 
attend  as  such  in  the  court-house,  and  only  come  in  when 
wanted  or  when  the  case  is  tried,  they  are  not  entitled  to 
fees  for  any  day  they  do  not  actually  attend  in  the  court- 
house as  witnesses  in  the  case.  12.  The  payment  of  fees  to 
witnesses  by  a  party,  after  a  case  is  disposed  of  in  his  favor, 
when  he  is  not  legally  liable  to  pay  them,  does  not  entitle 
him  to  have  such  fees  allowed  him  as  part  of  his  costs  in  the 
case.  13.  If  a  person  be  not  sworn  as  a  witness  in  a  case 
when  it  is  tried,  the  presumption  is  that  he  was  not  necessary 
or  material  as  a  witness  for  the  party  charging  fees  for  him. 
14.  SubpcBnaing  persons  to  impeach  a  supposed  adverse  wit- 
ness is  not  justifiable,  without  sufiicient  grounds  for  believing 
that  he  will  attend  the  court  and  be  sworn  when  he  is  not 
sworn  or  does  not  attend.  Nor  is  subpoenaing  persons  who 
are  not  sworn,  upon  a  claim  that  they  are  wanted  to  impeach 
an  adverse  witness,  justifiable  unless  it  is  shown  that  such 
persons  would  have  impeached  such  adverse  vritness  if  they 
.  had  been  sworn.  Merely  swearing  that  they  were  subpoe- 
naed for  such  a  purpose  is  insufficient. 

On  the  readjustment  of  defendant's  costs  in  this  case,  the 
affidavits  and  papers  presented  on  this  motion,  and  other  affi- 
davits and  papers,  may  be  used  before  the  clerk. 
No  costs  of  this  motion  are  allowed  to  either  party. 
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Seth  DfiiQaa,  plaintiff  and  respondent,  agt.  Sila8  C.  Smith, 

defendant  and  appellant. 

Where  a  witness  on  the  trial  testifies  clearly  and  distinctly  to  certaip 
material  facts,  a  written  memorandum  of  such  facts,  made  by  him  at  or 
about  the  time  they  transpired,  cannot  be  properly  received  in  evidence 
to  assist  the  recollection  of  the  witness.  The  reception  of  such  memo- 
randum in  evidence,  after  objection,  is  ground  for  a  new  trial. 

It  is  otherwise  where  the  witness  is  unable  from  memory  alone  to  testify 
to  such  facts.  The  written  memorandum  may  then  be  allowed  as  an 
auxiliary  or  aid  to  the  witness. 

General  Terrrij  June^  1873. 

Before  Fbeedman,  Cubtm  cmd  Van  Vorst,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  judgment  entered  upon  the  report  of  a 
referee. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  $835.30, 
with  interest,  under  the  following  circumstances : 

On  the  7th  July,  1870,  the  plaintiff  borrowed  of  the 
defendant,  at  the  city  of  New  York,  $2,082.73  for  the  term 
of  six  months,  and  agreed  to  pay  the  defendant  as  interest  for 
the  said  period  the  sum  of  $500.  To  secure  the  repayment 
of  said  money  so  loaned  and  said  interest  the  plaintiff  exe- 
cuted, as  for  said  interest,  two  promissory  notes,  each  for  the 
sum  of  $250,  and  each  payable  to  the  order  of  Fannie  T.  De 
Reeve,  one  of  them  payable  in  three  months  and  the  other  in 
six  months,  each  bearing  lawful  interest  from  the  date  thereof, 
July  7th,  1870,  which  notes,  after  indorsement  thereof  by  the 
said  payee  thereof,  were  delivered  by  plaintiff  to  said  defend- 
ant, and  that  plaintiff  also  executed  and  delivered  to  said 
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defendant  a  chattel  mortgage,  wherein  the  said  Fannie  T.  De 
Reeve  joined,  on  the  furniture  in  the  house  known  as  No.  74 
University  place,  owned  by  plaintiff  and  leased  to  said  Fannie 
T.  De  Reeve,  to  secure  the  repayment  of  said  principal  sum  so 
borrowed  and  said  usurious  interest,  and  also  at  the  same 
tinqie,  as  additional  security  for  the  same,  caused  to  be  assigned 
to  defendant  a  chattel  mortgage  held  by  John  W.  Mitchell  of 
said  city,  executed  by  said  plaintiff  and  said  De  Reeve,  on  the 
same  property  in  part  described  in  the  first  mentioned  chattel 
mortgage,  and  also  delivered  to  said  defendant,  as  additional 
security  for  said  sum  so  borrowed  and  said  interest,  ten  bonds, 
with  coupons  attached,  of  the  Portage  Lake  and  Lake  Superior 
Ship  Canal  Company,  issued  July  1st,  1865. 

Shortly  after  the  maturity  of  the  loan  plaintiff  made  a  ten- 
der which  was  more  than  sufficient  to  cover  the  principal  sum 
borrowed,  with  lawful  interest  thereon.  Defendant  refused 
to  ac:cei)t  it,  and  plaintiff  finally,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  of  Janu- 
ary, 1871,  paid,  under  protest,  the  sum  of  $2,996.58,  which 
sum  included  the  principal  sum  borrowed  ($2,082.73),  the  sum 
of  $500  for  interest,  and  the  further  sum  of  $400.73,  which 
last  named  amount  the  defendant  extorted  under  a  threat  to 
foreclose  the  mortgage. 

Defendant  denied  that  there  was  any  agreem^it  to  pay 
usury,  and  alleged  that  he  procured  for  and  loaned  to  plain- 
tiff on  or  before  July  7th,  1870,  sums  amounting  to  $2,496.58, 
and  that  the  mortgages  aforesaid  were  taken  to  secure  said 
sum  and  the  payment  of  certain  services  which  he  undertook 
to  perform  for  plaintiff.  He  also  claimed  that  said  sum  of 
$2,496.58,  with  interest,  and  the  value  of  services  performed, 
amounted  on  January  2l8t,  1871,  to  more  than  $2,996.58 ;  but 
that  on  the  tender  of  said  amount,  being  the  amount  of  the 
mortgages,  he  canceled  the  same. 

The  referee  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  gave  judgment  for 
the  amount  claimed  and  interest,  and  the  defendant  appealed. 
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FiBHBB  A.  BakeRj/ot  oppdlcmt. 
T.  C.  Campbell,  ybr  reapondent. 

By  the  Courty  Fbbedman,  J. — The  testimony  given  by  the 
parties  on  the  trial  as  to  the  amount  actually  loaned  was  con- 
flicting. Plaintiff  testified  that  on  a  certain  day  in  the  month 
of  July,  1870,  he  borrowed  firom  the  defendant  $1,887.68, 
which  he  received  through  Mitchell,  and  $195.62,  which  he 
received  from  the  hands  of  the  defendant  His  counsel  then 
produced  a  paper  and  requested  plaintiff  to  look  at  it,  and  to 
state  what  it  was.  Plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  such  request, 
made  the  following  statement : 

'^  About  a  week  after  the  loan  was  made  I  called  on  Mr. 
Smith,  the  defendant,  and  asked  the  exact  amount  of  money 
received  from  him,  as  I  had  no  memorandum  of  it.  He  told 
me  $1,887.68  as  the  amount  paid  by  him  to  Mitchell,  and 
$105.65  paid  in  money  to  me.  I  wrote  it  down  on  tids  piece 
of  paper  on  his  desk,  and  that  was  all  the  money  received 
by  me." 

The  contents  of  the  paper  were  as  follows :  ^  Cash  from 
Silas  C.  Smith,  by  Mrs.  De  Beeve,  $195.65 ;  two  notes  of 
$250  each,  payable  in  three  and  six  months,  for  the  interest 
on  $1,887.68  for  six  months." 

The  paper  was  thereupon  offered  in  evidence.  Defendant's 
counsel  objected  to  it  as  irrelevant  and  incompetent,  for  the 
reason  that  it  did  not  appear  that  witness's  recollection  was 
not  dear  and  distinct,  but  that  he  having  testified  in  detail, 
the  contrary  appeared.  The  objection  was  overruled  and  the 
paper  admitted.  Defendant  ekcepted,  and,  on  appeal,  rested 
liis  entire  case  upon  such  exception. 

As  shown  in  Ov>y  agt.  Mead  (22  If.  Y.y  462),  the  doctrine 
of  the  courts  of  this  state  originally  was  that  such  a  paper 
could  not  be  given  in  evidence  as  an  independent  piece  of 
testimony.  The  rule  was  that  it  might  be  referred  to  by  a 
witness  to  refresh  his  money,  but  that  he  must  then  swear  to 
the  truth  of  the  facts  or  his  statement  would  not  be  evidence. 
Vol.  XLV.  67 
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Subseqaently  it  was  held  that  original  entries  naight  be 
read  in  evidence,  though  the  witness  had  forgotten  the  fact 
attested  by  them ;  but  the  rule  was  restricted  to  entries  made 
by  the  witness  in  the  coarse  of  his  business. 

In  HoUsey  agt.  Sinaebanigh  (15  If,  7".,  486),  the  rule  was 
still  farther  relaxed,  and  the  principle  first  stated  in  Omjoen 
wad  BiWs  Notes  to  Phillips^  Evidence  {note  528  to  p,  290), 
"  that  an  original  memorandum,  made  by  the  witness^^^ntfy 
after  the  facts  noted  in  it  transpired,  and  proved  by  the  same 
witness  at  the  trial,  may  be  read  by  him,  and  is  evidence  to 
the  jury  of  the  facts  contained  in  the  memorandum,  although 
the  witness  may  have  totally  forgotten  such  facts  at  the  time 
of  the  trial,"  was  adopted  without  reservation  and  laid  down 
as  the  law  of 'this  state. 

In  JiiisseU  agt.  The  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company  (17 
N  Y.),  134,  Selden,  J.,  who  had  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court  in  Raleey  agt.  Sineebaugh^  restated  the  rule  to  be  that 
"  a  witness  who  says  that,  after  refreshing  his  memory  by  a 
written  memorandum  made  by  himself  at  or  about  the  time 
of  the  occurrence,  he  cannot  recollect  the  facts,  but  that  he  is 
confident  that  he  knew  the  memorandum  to  be  correct  when  it 
was  made,  is  not  required  to  swear  to  the  facts  in  positive 
terms,  but  the  memorandum  itself  is  received  in  connection 
with  and  as  auxiliary  to  the  oral  testimony."  At  the  same 
time,  however,  it  was  held,  with  the  concurrence  of  all  the 
judges,  that  "  it  is  an  indispensable  preliminary  to  the  intro- 
duction of  such  a  memorandum  in  evidence  that  it  should 
appear,  as  it  did  in  the  case  of  Haleey  agt.  Sinsebaugh  (mpra)j 
that  the  witness  is  unable  without  the  aid  of  the  memorandum 
to  speak  from  memory  as  to  the  facts.  It  is  only  as  auidliary 
to,  and  not  as  a  substitute  for  the  oral  testimony  of  the  wit- 
ness, that  the  writing  is  admissible.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  in  all  such  cases  to  see,  before  receiving  the  memoran- 
dum in  evidence,  that  it  was  made  at  or  about  the  time  of  the 
transaction  to  which  it  relates,  that  its  accuracy  is  duly  certi- 
fied by  the  oath  of  the  witness,  and  that  there  is  a  necessity 
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for  its  introdnctioD  on  acconnt  of  the  inability  of  the  witness 
to  recollect  the  facts.''  And  as  it  appeared  that  the  witness 
had  a  distinct  recollection  of  all  the  facts,  independently  of 
the  memorandum,  the  latter  was  held  to  have  been  improperly 
admitted,  and  the  judgment  was,  for  that  reason,  reversed  and 
a  new  trial  ordered. 

As  thus  settled,  the  rule  is  still  in  force  {Brovm  agt. 
Jonesy  46  Ba/tb.^  400 ;  Meaoham  agt.  Pell^  51  O.^  65).  None 
of  the  authorities  dted  by  the  respondent  has  worked  a 
change  in  it.  In  Ovy  agt.  Mead  (22  N,  Y.y  462),  in  which 
the  judgment  was  reversed  on  account  of  the  exclusion  of  the 
memorandum,  the  witness  had  testified  that  he  had  no  recol- 
lection independently  of  the  writing.  In  PhUbin  agt.  Pair 
rich  (6  Ahb.  [iT.  /S] ,  284),  and  in  Lewis  agt.  IngereoU  (1 
KeyeSy  347),  the  admission  of  the  memorandum  was  upheld, 
because  the  proper  foundation  had  been  laid.  In  Marchy 
agt.  Schulta  (29  N.  F.,  846),  and  in  Downs  agt.  N.  T. 
Cent/ral  R.  R.  Co.  (47  N.  JT.,  83),  the  memorandum  was 
rejected  on  account  of  its  not  being  the  original.  The  case 
of  The  Tovmsmd  Mcmuf.  Co.  agt  Foster  (51  Barb.,  346) 
appears  to  have  been  decided  upon  the  authority  of  Halsey 
agt.  Svnsebaugh  {sfwprd) ;  and  the  point,  that  a  foundation  for 
the  introduction  of  the  memorandum  must  be  laid,  was  not 
raised  at  all. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  memoran- 
dum was  improperly  admitted.  It  was  incompetent  evidence ; 
and  as  it  fully  appears  that  it  did  not  relate  to  a  compara- 
tively or  relatively  unimportant  branch  of  the  case,  but  to  a 
highly  material  point,  in  fact  to  the  point  upon  which  the 
case  turned,  and  in  respect  to  which  it  tended  to  corroborate 
plaintiff's  version,  the  error  cannot  be  disregarded  (  Worrall 
agt.  Pwimtelee,  1  If.  7".,  519 ;  WiUiams  agt.  Fitch,  18  id., 
646).  The  decision  in  Mv/rray  agt.  Smith  (1  Duer,  412),  as 
shown  in  Wilmot  agt.  Richardson  (6  id.,  828  [339]),  was 
reversed  by  the  court  of  appeals  solely  on  the  ground  that 
the  admission  of  incompetent  evidence,  bearing  upon  the 
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issaes  and  duly  excepted  to,  constitutes  error,  which  entitles 
the  party  excepting  to  a  new  trial.  That  the  question  has 
been  presented  by  a  bill  of  exceptions,  instead  of  a  full  case,  is 
no  ground  for  a  departure  from,  but  rather  a  reason  for 
adherence  to  the  last  named  rule ;  because,  without  the  whole 
evidence  before  n%  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  admission 
of  the  memorandum  did  not  prejudice  the  defendant  in  the 
estimation  of  the  referee. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  the  order  of  reference 
vacated  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  appellant  to 
abide  the  event. 

CuBTis  and  Van  Voest,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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K  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Jamss  O'BjBoaf,  Sherifl^  &Q.y  plaintifE,  agt.  Thb  Mbohanios' 
Aia>  Tradiebb'  Fmx  Ivsgranob  OonPAinr,  defendant. 

Where  an  attachmefU  is  intended  to  be  leyied  upon  property  incapable  of 
manual  deliyeiy  {€hd$y  §385),  to  wit,  a  claim  due  the  debtor  in  the 
attachment  for  money  due  from  an  insurance  company  under  a  i>olicy 
issued  by  them,  the  tufiice  serred  with  the  attachment  which  purports  to 
coyer  generally  all  the  property,  real  and  personal,  money,  bank  notes, 
books  of  account,  and  vouchers  and  papers  relating  thereto,  and  the 
debts,  credits  and  effects  of  the  claimant  in  the  possession  of  or  under 
the  control  of  the  defendant  (the  company),  and  which  is  not  followed 
up  by  the  procurement  of  a  certificate  and  the  returning  of  an  inyentory, 
is  wholly  insufficient  to  work  a  levy  upon  such  property  or  daim.  ( Thit 
dednan  afflrtM  that  dAinered  at  ipecial  ierm^  44  How,^  218.) 

A  condition,  contained  in  a  policy  of  insurance,  that  no  action  shall  be 
brought  against  the  company  within  six  months  after  the  loss  occurs,  is 
a  valid  contract  of  limitation  and  will  be  enforced  by  the  courts. 

OenerdL  Term^  May^  1873. 

Btfore  Babboits,  O.  «/.,  <md  Fbeedmah  a/nd  Sbdgwiok,  JJ. 

Thib  action  was  brought  by  plaintiff,  as  the  representative 
of  certain  attaching  creditors,  upon  a  policy  of  insurance  for 
$2,500,  dated  July  27th,  1868,  and  issued  by  defendant  to 
E.  S.  Candler,  Jr.,  upon  property  at  Belleville,  Florida.  On 
October  26th,  1868,  the  property  insured,  with  the  exception 
of  a  log-house,  was  entirely  destroyed  by  fire. 

On  November  24th,  1868,  Candler  furnished  formal  proofe 
of  the  loss,  but  was  required  by  the  defendant  to  furnish  more 
particular  proofe,  which  he  did  in  part.  The  remainder  he 
claimed  to  be  unable  to  furnish. 

February  2d,  1869,  Moore,  Wakefield  &  Co.,  of  New  York, 
obtained  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  Candler,  which  was 
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served  by  the  plaintiff,  as  sheriff,  on  defendant  the  next  day. 

Their  claim  went  to  judgment  and  execution  March  6th, 
1869,  for  $1,189.97,  and  their  attachment  was  returned  on 
that  day  merged  in  execution. 

Six  other  creditors  of  Candler  also  obtained  attachments 
which  were  served  on  defendant,  five  of  which  and  two  exe- 
entions  still  remain  in  the  sheriff's  hands. 

June  18,  1869,  the  sheriff  brought  this  action  to  collect 
the  insurance  under  the  Code,  §§  232,  -237,  sub.  4,  and  the 
attaching  creditors,  all  but  Wm.  Boyce  &  Co.,  united  in 
prosecuting  it. 

The  answer  charges  that  the  loss  was  fi*audulently  over- 
stated in  the  preliminary  proofs,  and  that  the  action  was  not 
brought  within  six  months  after  the  loss,  as  required  by  the 
policy. 

Defendant's  counsel  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  on  the 
following  grounds : 

I.  That  the  attachment  had  never  been  levied  upon  the 
property  in  question. 

II.  That  in  the  twelfth  condition  of  the  insurance  it  was 
expressly  agreed  that  no  suits  or  actions  against  the  company 
for  the  recoveiy  of  any  claim  by  virtue  of  the  policy  should 
be  sustainable  in  any  court  of  law  or  chancery,  unless  said 
suit  should  be  commenced  within  six  mpnths  after  the  loss 
occurred. 

in.  That  no  right  of  action  ever  accrued  to  anybody,  inas- 
much as  the  proofs  of  loss  were  never  served  in  compliance 
with  the  ninth  condition  of  the  policy. 

The  justice  dismissed  the  complaint  on  the  ground  that  the 
eheriff's  proceedings  did  not  constitute  a  levy,  and  that  the 
unadjusted  claim  of  Candler  against  the  company  had  not 
been  attached,  the  notice  served  not  suflSciently  '^shovnng 
the  property  levied  on^^  {Code^  §  235). 

Plaintiff's  exceptions  were  ordered  to  be  heard  in  the  first 
instance  at  the  general  term,  with  a  stay  in  the  action  until 
decision  thereon. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.    .  455 

O'Brien  agt  Mechanics'  and  Traders'  Fire  Insurance  Co. 

William  W.  Badger  &  LiviNGfiTON  K.  Miller^  for 

plaintiff. 
Gboege  W.  Parsons,  ybr  defendant. 

By  the  Courts  Frbedman,  J. — The  learned  judge  who  pre- 
sided at  the  trial  dismissed  the  complaint  for  the  reason  that 
the  claim  of  Candler  against  the  defendant  upon  the  policy  in 
question  had  not  been  attached  by  the  sheriff,  and  that  conse- 
quently the  plaintiff  had  no  such  title  to  the  property  as  is 
necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  the  action. 

The  manner  in  which  attachments  under  the  Code  are  to  be 
executed,  so  as  to  bind  property  of  which  manual  deUvery 
cannot  be  made,  is  prescribed  by  the  285th  section.  They  are 
to  be  executed  by  leaving  a  certified  copy  of  the  warrant  of 
attachment  with  the  person  or  corporation  holding  such  pro- 
perty, "with  a  notice  showing  the  property  levied  upon." 
Section  236  furnishes  the  sheriff  with  the  means  of  obtaining 
a  disclosure  of  all  the  particulars  necessary  to  enable  him  to 
describe  the  property  intended  to  be  levied  upon  with  due 
particularity.  He  may  apply  to  the  person  holding  the  pro- 
perty, for  a  certificate  designating  the  amount  and  description 
of  the  property  so  held.  In  case  the  certificate  be  refused,  it 
may  be  compelled. 

In  Kuhhncm  agt.  Orser  (5  Diber^  242),  this  court  expressly 
held,  as  one  of  the  grounds  upon  which  judgment  absolute 
was  ordered  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  verdict,  that  the  require- 
ment of  the  said  235th  section  can  only  be  satisfied  by  a  notice 
which  so  particularly  describes  the  property  that  the  holder 
is  thereby  enabled  to  identify  it,  and  that  a  notice  general  in 
its  terms  and  containing  no  specification  of  the  particular  pro- 
perty meant  to  be  levied  on  is  insufScient  and  void. 

This  decision  has  since  been  followed  by  this  court  In 
Wilson  agt.  Duncan  (11  Ahh.^  3),  and  has  been  expressly 
approved  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  Clarke  agt.  Ooodridge 
(41  N,  y.,  210).  It  is  true  that,  in  another  report  of  the 
last  named  case,  contained  in  44  How.y  226,  an  attempt  has 
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been  made  to  show  that  the  opinion  of  chief  justice  HrrMT, 
upon  the  point  now  under  consideration,  was  net  concurred 
in  by  a  majority  of  the  court,  and  was  not  necessary  to  the 
decision  of  that  case.  But  the  printed  cases  in  Cla/rke  agt. 
Good/ridge  and  Drake  agt  Qoodtidge^  which  were  handed 
up  by  defendant's  counsel,  and  a  critical  examination  of  the 
opinions  published  in  44  How.^  in  the  light  which  the  printed 
•records  throw  upon  them,  decidedly  show  that,  although  there 
were  two  motions  in  these  cases,  whidi  may  have  been  argued 
together  in  the  court  of  appeals,  they  had,  nevertheless,  been 
disposed  of  originally  by  two  different  judges  of  the  supreme 
court ;  and  that  they  involved  eseentiidly  differ^t  question^ 
which  were  ultimately  disposed  of  by  the  court  of  appeals  as 
follows : 

In  the  one  ^ase  the  «rder  was  reversed,  for  *the  reason 
stated  by  chief  justice  Hunt,  and  concurred  in  by  all  the 
judges  except  Danibls  and  Jambs,  that  the  notice  served  by 
the  sheriff  upon  the  National  Bank  of  the  Bepublic  did  not 
specify  sufficiently  the  property  intended  to  be  levied  on,  and 
did  not  refer  to  the  interest  of  the  debtor  in  such  property 
with  reasonable  certainty. 

In  the  other  case  the  order  was  reversed  for  the  reasons 
stated  in  the  opinions  of  Gboyeb  and  Lott,  JJ.,  namely,  that 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  aheriff  had  at  am/  time  made  an 
attempt  in  cmy  way  to  seive  the  attachment,  while  it  was 
in  his  handsj  upon  the  debt  due  from  Yerhuven  &  Go.  to 
Goodridge;  that,  consequently,  the  attachment  never  had 
been  a  lien  on  the  fund,  and  that,  upon  its  return,  the  sheriff's 
power  under  it  had  ceased.  Mr.  justice  Oroveb  was,  there- 
fore, entirely  correct  in  saying  (44  R(m.^  229)  that  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  noi/voe  served  by  the  sheriff  upon  the  National 
Bank  of  the  Republic,  in  the  case  first  above  referred  to,  had 
notliing  to  do  with  the  second  case. 

The  doctrine  first  laid  down  in  Kuhlman  agt.  Oraer  {mprd) 
represents,  therefore,  not  only  the  settled  law  of  this  court, 
but  the  law  of  this  state,  as  settled  by  the  court  of  appeals ; 
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and  from  this  it  follows  that  the  notices  served  in  the  case  at 
bar,  which  purported  to  cover  generally  all  the  property,  real 
and  persona],  money,  bank  notes,  books  of  account,  and 
vouchers  an(l  papers  relating  thereto,  and  the  debts,  credits 
and  effects  of  Candler,  in  the  possession  of  or  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  defendant,  and  which  were  not  followed  up  by 
the  procurement  of  a  certificate  and  the  returning  of  an 
inventoi;|]r,  were  wholly  insufficient  to  work  a  levy  upon  Can- 
dler's claim  under  the  policy  in  question. 

This  bdng  so,  the  sheriff  is  not  in  a  position  to  maintain 
this  action ;  and  the  defect  could  not  be  cured  by  proof  that, 
subsequent  to  its  conmiencement,  but  long  after  the  limita- 
tion of  the  six  mon^  prescribed  by  the  policy  for  its  com- 
mencement had  attached,  he  made  a  new  levy,  accompanied 
by  a  proper  notice.  Such  a  contract  of  limitation  is  valid 
and  will  be  enforced  by  the  court  {Hooch  agt.  The  N.  Y. 
and  Erie  In%.  Oo.y  80  N.  Y.y  646 ;  amd  The  Mayor j  €&o.y  of 
N.  T.  agt.  The  Hamilton  Mre  Ins.  Co.,  89  IT.  F.,  45). 
Nor  could  the  defect  be  obviated  by  mere  conversations 
between  the  deputy  sheriff  and  defendant's  officers.  The 
remedy  given  by  the  235th  section  is  not  merely  cumulative, 
but  is  the  only  remedy  known  to  the  law  in  the  cases  there 
mentioned,  and  must  be  strictly  pursued. 

Plaintiff's  exceptions  must  be  overruled,  and  judgment 
absolute,  dismissing  the  complaint,  ordered  for  the  defendant, 
with  costs. 

Babbous,  C.  J.,  and  Sedgwick,  J.,  concurred. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

The  Dbt  Dock,  East  Beoadwat  and  Battery  Railboad 
CoMPAinr,  appellant,  agt.  Riohabd  A.  Gunnxnohah, 
impleaded  with  the  mayor,  &c.,  respondents. 

An  undertaking^  given  on  the  issuing  of  an  injunction,  is  for  the  benefit  of 
all  the  defendants  enjoined,  whether  served  or  not  Consequently,  it  is 
not  necessary  for  a  defendant  not  served  to  appear  in  the  action,  to  have 
the  benefit  of  the  undertaking. 

Where,  on  filing  consent  of  defendants'  attorney,  and  on  motion  of  plain- 
tiff's attorney  an  order  from  the  court  was  obtained  discontinuing  the 
action  and  canceling  the  undertaking  on  file,  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  one  of  the  defendants  who  had  not  appeared  in  the  action, 
but  who  had  been  enjoined, — Held^  that  such  defendant  was  entitled  to 
have  so  much  of  the  order  as  canceled  the  undertaking  set  aside,  as  to 
him,  he  showing  a  property  in  it. 

The  canceling  of  an  undertaking  on  file  in  the  court  is  of  doubtful  pro- 
priety. It  certainly  ought  not  to  be  done  where  there  are  other  persons 
interested  besides  those  who  consent  to  the  order. 

General  Terrrij  First  Department,  1873. 

Before  Ingiuham,  P. «/],  and  Davis,  J. 

Ajpjged  argued  May  5th,  1873,  and  decided  May  2Zd, 
1873. 

Appeal  from  order  of  the  special  term  vacating  so  much 
of  an  order  discontinuing  an  action  for  an  injunction,  and 
canceling  the  undertaking  given  in  that  action,  as  so  canceled 
such  undertaking. 

This  action  was  brought  against  the  mayor,  aldermen  and 
commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York  and  Richard  A.  Cun- 
ningham to  restrain  them  from  interfering  with  the  plaintiffi 
in  operating  their  railroad  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  a 
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m  ■ 

preliminary  injunction  obtained  upon  the  usual  under- 
taking. 

The  summons,  complaint  and  injunction  were  served  upon 
both  defendants,  Cunningham  sustaining  considerable  pecu- 
niary loss. 

The  mayor,  aldermen,  &c.,  appealed  and  answered  ;  Cun- 
ningham did  not  appear  at  all  in  the  action. 

The  mayor,  aldermen,  &c.,  moved  at  special  term  to  vacate 
the  injunction,  but  their  motion  was  denied.  On  appeal  to 
the  general  term  the  order  of  the  special  term  was  reversed 
and  the  injrnction  was  wholly  vBcated  and  dissolved. 

Afterwards,  on  consent  of  the  corporation  connser(he 
receiving  his  costs  from  the  plaintiff)  and  on  motion  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  Cunning- 
ham, the  action,  without  having  reached  a  trial,  was  discon- 
tinued, and  the  undertaking  canceled. 

As  soon  as  Cunningham  learned  of  the  making  of  the  order 
discontinuing  the  action  and  directing  the  cancellation  of  the 
imdertaking,  he  moved  to  vacate  such  order  so  far  as  it 
directed  the  cancellation  of  the  undertaking. 

His  motion  was  granted,  and  from  the  order  the  plaintiff 
appealed. 

John  M.  Scrtbneb,  Jb.,  for  the  appellant 
Cablislb  Norwood,  Jb.,  for  the  respondent. 

By  the  Coicrt,  Ikgbaham,  P.  J. — An  injunction  was 
obtained  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the  defendants  restraining 
the  defendants  from  building  a  sewer  in  a  street  over  which 
the  plaintiffs'  road  was  laid.  The  defendants  are  the  mayor, 
&c.,  of  New  York  and  Cunningham,  with  whom  the  contract 
was  made  to  do  the  work. 

Cunningham  did  not  appear  on  the  su^estion  of  the  cor- 
poration counsel  that  his  rights  could  be  protected  by  him. 
Afterwards  the  injunction  was  dissolved  on  the  application  of 
the  counsel  for  the  corporation,  and,  on  a  consent  signed  by 
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the  coimsel  for  the  corporation  and  the  plaintifb'  attorney, 
an  order  was  entered  discontinuing  the  suit  and  canceling  the 
undertaking. 

The  defendant,  Cunningham,  now  moves  to  have  so  mudi 
of  the  order  as  directs  the  cancellation  of  the  injunction 
vacated.  The  motion  ^^  granted  at  special  term  and  the 
plaintiff  appeals. 

It  is  not  by  any  means  clear  that  Cunningham  might  not 
bring  an  action  on  the  undertaking,  notwithstanding  the  order 
canceling  it  If  done  without  his  consent  and  he  had  a  pro- 
perty in  it,  that  right  could  not  be  taken  from  him  without 
some  assent  or  knowledge  on  his  part  It  was  not  necessary, 
to  give  it  validity,  that  the  defendant  should  appear  in  the 
action.  His  interest  in  the  undertaking  b^an  when  he  was 
enjoined,  and  that  interest  became  perfected  when  the  court 
decided  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  the  injunction. 

I  doubt  very  much  the  propriety  of  canceling  undertakings 
on  file  in  the  court. 

It  certainly  ought  not  to  be  done  where  there  are  other 
persons  interested  besides  those  who  consent  to  the  order.  It 
is  apparent,  from  the  order  referred  to,  that  it  was  made  on 
the  supposition  that  all  the  parties  interested  in  the  action 
assented  to  its  entry ;  without  such  assent  the  order  should 
not  have  been  made.  In  iT.  Y.  Cent,  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Safford 
et  al.  (10  E<njo.  Pr.  B.,  344),  Cady,  J.,  says :  "  The  under- 
taking is  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  (or  party)  as  much  as 
if  it  had  been  given  to  him  on  the  sale  of  goods  or  a  farm, 
except  that  he  has  no  right  to  take  it  from  the  files  of  the 
court  without  leave,  and  he  can  maintain  an  action  on  it 
without  that." 

It  is  urged  that  Cunningham  had  no  standing  in  court,  and, 
therefore,  is  not  entitled  to  notice  of  the  application. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  undertaking  is  for  the  benefit  of 
all  the  defendants  enjoined,  whether  served  or  not  {Cumber- 
land Coed  Co.  agt.  Sqffmany  89  JSarb.y  16).    K  so,  it  surely 
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canDot  be  necessary  for  the  defendants  not  served  to  appear, 
to  have  the  benefit  of  the  lindertaking. 

I  think  there  was  no  authority  for  canceling  the  undertak- 
ing so  far  as  relates  to  the  defendant,  Cunningham ;  and  in 
that  respect  the  order  should  be  affirmed. 

Davis,.  J.  concurs. 
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N.  T/SUPERIOK  COURT. 

GusTAvus  A.  FuDiOKAE,  plaintiff,  agt.  The  Guaediak  Mutual 
LiFB  Insubakoe  CioMPANT,  defendant. 

When  not  limited  by  the  terms  of  the  submission,  an  arbitrator  has 
authority  to  decide  all  questions  of  &ct  and  of  law  arising  upon  the 
matters  submitted,  and  his  decision  thereon  is  conclusiYe  upon  the  same 
principle  that  a  final  judgment  of  a  court  of  last  resort  is  conclusiye. 

In  an  action  to  set  aside  an  award,  as  a  general  rule,  it  is  only  in  case  of  a 
fraud  practiced  by  a  party,  or  in  case  of  corruption,  partiality  or  mis- 
conduct on  the  part  of  the  arbitrator  within  the  legally  established  mean- 
ing of  these  terms,  that  a  court  of  equity  will  interfere  after  an  unre- 
stricted submission. 

The  court  will  also  interpose  in  case  of  excess  or  imperfect  execution  of 
the  powers  conferred,  and  in  case  of  a  gross  mistake,  about  which  there 
can  be  no  dispute 

There  are,  however,  some  exceptions  in  which  the  court  will  grant  relief, 
notwithstanding  the  submission  was  an  unrestricted  one,  viz. : 

1st.  Where  the  arbitrator  himself,  either  by  the  shape  in  which  he  makes 
his  award,  or  by  embodying  in  it  a  full  statement  of  the  grounds  of  his 
decision,  or  of  his  intention  to  be  governed  by  strictly  legal  principles, 
has  conferred  upon  the  court  a  power  of  inquiry  and  revision  which  it 
would  not  otherwise  have  had.  This  must  appear  so  clearly  upon  the 
face  of  the  award  as  to  justify  the  judicial  mind  in  supposing  that  the 
arbitrator  would  have  made  a  difierent  award  had  he  known  that 
the  judicial  tribunals  held  a  different  view  of  the  question  of  law  arising 
in  the  case  from  that  entertained  by  himself. 

2d.  Where  the  arbitrator  has  proceeded  upon  a  gross  and  palpable  mis- 
take  either  of  law  or  of  fact  affecting  the  merits.  Here  the  error  must 
be  fundamentally  and  glaringly  wrong. 

Special  Term^  Februcmj^  1873. 

This  action  was  brought  to  set  aside  an  award  in  favor  of 
the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff  was  an  agent  of  the  defendants,  and  after  the 
expiration  of  about  one  year  from  the  commencement  of  his 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  468 

FudickfMT  agt  Quardian  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co. 

employment  a  contract  under  seal  was  entered  into  between 
the  parties  for  the  term  of  five  years,  dated  April  1, 1869,  by 
which  plaintiff  was  appointed  superintendent  of  the  company's 
agencies  in  certain  states,  counties  and  cities  therein  named, 
with  the  right  to  appoint  and  remove  agents  in  the  districts 
specified,  and  to  accept  premiums,  all  cash  or  one-half  loan, 
against  the  policies. 

The  contract  provided  that  plaintiff  should  devote  his  time 
and  attention  in  a  faithful  manner  to  developing  and  extend- 
ing the  business  of  the  company,  and  to  exercise  such  super- 
vision over  the  agents  of  his  appointment  as  should  insure 
the  faithful  performance  of  their  duties ;  that  he  should  be 
responsible  for  the  same,  and  that  he  should  receive  for  his 
services  and  expenditures  thirtynsix  and  a  half  per  cent  of  the 
amount  received  in  cash  and  loans  for  the  first  year's  pre- 
miums and  ten  per  cent  on  all  renewal  cash  and  loans,  which 
arrangement  was  to  be  continued  to  the  plaintiff  during  his 
life,  and  in  case  his  mother,  Caroline  Fudickar,  should  sur- 
vive him,  then  the  said  renewal  commissions  should  be  con- 
tinued to  her  during  her  life. 

The  contract  also  revoked  all  former  agreements  between 
the  parties,  except  that  the  renewal  commissions  upon  busi- 
ness obtained  under  them  (ten  per  cent)  should  be  continued 
in  the  same  manner  as  provided  for  in  the  new  contract,  and 
finally  it  contained  the  following  clause : 

"  The  company,  by  the  hand  of  their  president  and  secre- 
tary, do  acknowledge  the  aforesaid  agreement  to  be  binding 
on  them  for  the  term  of  five  years  from  this  4ate ;  but  if  thirf* 
contract  should  cease  to  be  in  force,  G.  A.  Fudickar's  interest 
in  the  business  of  the  agents  appointed  by  him  shall  not  be 
affected  through  the  change,  but  he  shall  fiirther  be  entitled 
to  all  the  renewals  of  the  business  done  previous  to  such 
diange." 

This  contract  was  subsequently  several  times  modified  to 
adjust  differences  that  had  from  time  to  time  sprung  up  under 
it  between  the  parties,  but  In  particulars  which  it  is  not  neces- 
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sarj  to  detail  here.  Under  it  plaintiff  built  up  a  large  busi- 
ness for  the  company. 

On  the  Ist  of  April,  1870,  the  company,  discharged  the 
plaintiff  for  alleged  gross  misconduct. 

Out  of  this  discharge  numerous  controversies  arose.  Plain- 
tiff contended  that  he  was  entitled  to  large  amounts  for 
commissions ;  to  the  books  of  the  German  department,  and  to 
damages.  Defendants  claimed  that  a  large  balance  was  due 
them  for  overcharges,  <&c.,  &c. ;  that  the  books  belonged  to 
^  them,  and  that  they  were  justified  in  discharging  plaintiff. 

All  these  matters  were  referred  to  George  T.  Hope,  Esq.,  as 
sole  arbitrator,  who,  after  taking  a  large  mass  of  testimony, 
found  that  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  gross  misconduct ;  that 
he  had  been  rightMly  discharged ;  that  he  was  entitled  to 
nothing,  but  was  indebted  to  defendants  in  at  least  'the  sum 
of  $2,000,  for  which  amount  the  arbitrator  gave  judgment  in 
defendants'  favor. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  commenced  this  action  to  set  aside 
the  award  and  to  be  restored  to  his  former  rights  and  reme- 
dies, upon  the  grounds : 

I.  That  in  holding  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  properly  dis- 
charged, the  arbitrator  was  guilty  of  a  gross  and  palpable 
mistake  of  law. 

II.  That  under  the  contract  of  April  1,  1869,  the  plaintiff, 
even  after  his  dismissal,  had  a  vested  right,  of  which  he  could 
not  be  deprived,  to  commissions  upon  premiums  thereafter 
paid  to  the  company  upon  policies  originally  procured  by 
plaintiff,  and  that  in  holding  otherwise,  the  arbitrator  was 
guilty  of  a  gross  and  palpable  mistake  of  law. 

III.  That  the  arbitrator  on  his  own  motion  refused  to 
receive  evidence  offered  by  plaintiff  to  show  bias  on  the  part 
of  a  certain  witness  produced  by  the  company,  on  the  alleged 
ground  that  the  witness  offered  by  plaintiff  for  that  purpose 
had  been  present  during  the  proceedings  before  the  arbitrator, 
in  violation  of  the  rule  agreed  to  by  the  parties  at  the  com- 
mencement, that  all  witnesses  should  be  excluded  from  the 
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room.     That  this  refusal  constituted  gross  misconduct  and 
partiality. 

lY.  That  the  amount  awarded  against  the  plaintiff  could 
not  be  accounted  for  by  any  possible  state  of  the  accounts, 
which  were  placed  in  evidence,  and  that  in  awarding  said 
amount  the  arbitrator  was  guilty  of  a  gross  and  palpable  mis- 
take of  fact. 

V.  That  the  said  arbitrator  was  guilty  of  gross  misconduct 
and  partiality  in  this:  That  after  the  evidence  had  been 
closed  and  the  case  had  been  submitted,  he  caused  the  defend- 
ants to  make  and  deliver  to  him  a  summary  statement  of 
amounts  to  be  charged  to  the  plaintiff  and  with  which  plain- 
tiff was  to  be  credited.  That  the  statement  thus  received 
was  incorrect  in  the  highest  degree,  but  that  it  was  examined 
and  considered  by  the  arbitrator  before  making  his  award, 
and  that  this  was  done  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
the  plaintiff. 

VI.  That  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings  the  arbitrator 
was  guilty  of  gross  misconduct  and  gross  carelessness  and  par- 
tiality. 

Joseph  R.  FlAnders  cfe  A.  J.  Requier,  for  plaintiffs 
cited: 

I.  That  a  court  of  equity  will  set  aside  an  award.  The 
Butch&r  of  Croydon's  Case,  3  Ch.  i?.,  76 ;  2  Vem,,  251 ;  1 
Eq,  Ah.j  59;  Srettigite  agt.  Carpenter^  3  P.  Wfris,,  362; 
Walker  Bgt  Frobi^her,  6  Ves,,  Sen.,  70 ;  Morgan  agt.  Mather, . 
2  Vee,,  Jun,,  15 ;  Fim  Cortlandt  agt.  UnderhiU,  17  Johns., 
405 ;  Barton  agt.  Knight,  2  Verm.,  515 ;  Camefm^th  agt. 
Geer,  2  Vem.,  705;  Redint  agt.  Pain,  3  Atk.,  494;  Lord 
Lonsdale  agt.  Littledale,  2  Ves.,Jun.,  450;  Medcalfe  agt. 
Ives,  1  Atk.,  63 ;  Harvey  agt.  Shelton,  7  Beavan,  455 ;  In  the. 
Matter  of  Hick,  8  Tav/nt,  694;  Emery  agt.  Owens,  7  Oill 
{Md.),  488 ;  Ligon  agt.  Eord,  5  Mumf,  10 ;  Herrick  agt. 
Blair,  1  Johns.  Ch.  P.,  101 ;  Perkins  agt.  Qiles,^  53  Barb.,. 
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342 ;  Roosevelt  agt.  Thurman^  1  Johns,  CL  H.y  220 ;  Young 
agt.  Walter,  9  Ves.  Jr.,  364 ;  Campbell  agt.  West,  3  PaiffCy 
138;  Hichardson  agt.  Nomse,  3  Bam.  db  Aid  ;  WohUnr- 
herg  agt.  Sageman,  9  Taunt.,  251. 

II.  On  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  2  ^^.  St.,  540 ;  3 
^^.  Sta;t.,  6th  ed.,  855,  §  22,  and  Bevisor^s  Notes ;  Bum- 
side  agt.  Whitney,  21  N.  Y.,  148 ;  Bissell  agt.  Morgan,  56 
^arJ.,  369. 

in.  That  the  company  could  not  rescind  the  contract, 
Lawrence  agt.  Dale,  3  Johns.  Ch.  R.,  23;  McNefoin  agt. 
Livingston,  17  Johns.  Ch.  R.,  436 ;  Lawler  agt.  Selden,  11 
5(n/?.  P/*.  jB.,  526 ;  Monaghan  agt.  /S^^^ry,  2  ^.  2>.  Smith, 
893 ;  i5?T*n^  agt.  Singer,  1  Z>aZy,  209 ;  2  Par*.  (>7i  Cbn^.  (3(i 
erf.),  192,  193 ;  Weaver  agt.  Sessions,  6  T<x?^7i^.,  154 ;  Frank- 
Un  agt.  MiUer,  4  ulrf.  cfe  ^Zi.,  599  ;  J2ww^  agt.  ^i/i,  5  East^ 
449 ;  ^^^  agt.'  Blandford,  2  Z".  cfe  e/".,  278 ;  ^Dvhois  agt. 
J3W.  <j6  Del.  Canal  Co.,  4  Fe/wi.,  285 ;  Tipton  agt.  Feitner, 
20  iT.  Z".,  431,  opinion  of  Sbldbn,  J. ;  Ulter  agt.  Stewart, 
30  ^orS.,  23. 

Whbeleb  H.  Peckham,  for  defenda/nts,  cited: 

I.  As  to  the  history  of  arbitration  and  the  jurisdiction  of 
courts  over  awards,  3  Etackstonis  Com.,  p.  16  of  ma/rginal 
paging,  Chitby^s  ed. ;  Siats.  9  and  10  Wm.  Ill,  ch.  15 ;  2 
Story* s  Eg.,  %  1450,  and  notes;  Tappan  agt.  Heath,  1 
Paige,  293  ;  Bumside  agt.  Whitney,  21  JV.  Y.,  148. 

II.  That  the  award  should  not  be  set  aside,  Caldwell  on 
Arbitration,  pp.  373,  374,  384 ;  Knox  agt.  Symonds,  1  Ves.; 
Jr.,  369 ;  Morgwn  agt.  Mather,  2  ic?.,  21 ;  Ooodman  agt. 
Sayres,  2  eTo^oJ  cfe  Walker,  249 ;  Faw.  CorUarndt  agt.  Under- 
hill,  17  eTbATWf.  P.,  408,  411,  415,  420,  431 ;  Jackson,  agt. 
AnMer,  14  e/".,  105 ;  Campbell  agt.  TT^^em,  3  Paige  ;  Story^s 
ed.,  vol.  2,  §§  1451,  1454,  1455. 

Lr^iNGSTON  K.  MiLLBBj/br  defendants,  cited: 
I.  That  plaintiff  was  properly  discharged,  Huntington  agL 
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Claflm,  10  Bosw.y  262;  Lcmtry  agt.  Paries^  8  Cow.^  63; 
Marsh  agt.  Rulea^m^  1  Wend.^  614 ;  Sickds  agt.  Pattuon^ 
14  ie?.,  257;  Bonested  agt.  TA<3  Mayor ,  etc.,  22  iT.  Z;,  162; 
iriW<?  agt.  Binsse,  44  Barb.,  54;  /SwiM  agt.  Brady ,  17  iT. 
J'.,  173 ;  Tompkins  agt.  Dudley^  25  irf.,  272 ;  Eusted  agt. 
Oaii>,  36  i(?.,  221 ;  FaZ^^eT*  agt.  MUlard,  29  erf.,  375 ;  ^K^^ 
agt.  2b^,  6  EachequeTj  424. 

II.  That  none  of  the  errors  alleged  is  suflScient  to  vitiate 
the  award,  Emmet  agt.  Hoyt^  17  Wend.^  410 ;  Smitk  agt. 
CuUer,  10  zU,  589 ;  Viele  agt.  Tr^^y  anc?  ^<?«^e?/i  R.  R.  Co., 
20  jSa/'J.,  pp.  382,  395  ^^  396 ;  Dater  agt.  WeUington,  1 
i?iH,  319 ;  ^t^^;^  agt.  The  Mayor,  etc.,  1  J?tB,  489 ;  Per- 
hins  agt.  GUes,  53  Barb.,  842;  Morewood  agt.  Jewett,  2 
Rohert,  496 ;  (?^  agt.  Schroeppel,  1  /S'^.,  482 ;  Trumbull 
agt.  Martin,  37  jffi??/?.  Pr.  -ff.,  20;  Burchell  agt.  Marsh,  17 
5i?w?.  ZT:  a  ^.,  344. 

Fbeedman,  «/. — If  this  were  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
entered  upon  the  report  of  a  referee,  instead  of  being  a  bill 
in  equity  to  set  aside  the  award,  I  should,  without  much 
hesitation,  vote  for  reversal  and  a  new  trial.  But  the  doc- 
trine of  error  has  no  application  in  an  action  to  set  aside  an 
award. 

When  not  limited  by  the  terms  of  the  submission  (and  in 
this  ease  there  is  no  such  limitation)  the  arbitrator  has  author- 
ity to  decide  all  questions  of  fact  and  of  law  arising  upon 
the  matters  submitted.  He  is  the  judge  of  the  parties'  own 
choosing ;  and  his  decision  of  the  questions  of  fact  and  of  law, 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  is  conclusive  upon  the  same 
principle  that  a  final  judgment  of  a  court  of  last  resort  is 
conclusive. 

As  a  general  rule,  it  is  only  in  case  of  a  fraud  practiced  by 
a  party,  or  in  case  of  corruption,  partiality  or  misconduct  on 
the  part  of  the  arbitrator  within  the  legally  established  mean- 
ing of  these  terms,  that  a  court  of  equity  will  interfere,  after 
an  unrestricted  submission.    The  court  will  also  interpose  in 
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case  of  excess  or  imperfect  execution  of  the  powers  conferred, 
and  in  case  of  a  gross  mistake,  about  which  there  can  be  no 
dispute.  PlaintiflE  did  not  bring  himself  within  any  of  these 
cases. 

There  are,  however,  some  exceptions  in  which  the  court 
will  grant  relief,  notwithstanding  the  submission  was  an  unre- 
stricted one,  viz. : 

First  Where,  as  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Morse  in  his  recent 
valuable  work  on  "  Arbitration  and  Awards,"  the  arbitrator 
himself,  either  by  the  shape  in  which  he  makes  his  awards  or 
by  embodying  in  it  a  full  statement  of  the  grounds  of  his 
decision  or  of  his  intention  to  be  governed  by  strictly  legal 
principles,  has  conferred  upon  the  court  a  power  of  inquiry 
and  revision  which  it  would  not  otherwise  have  had.  This 
must  appear  so  clearly  upon  the  face  of  the  award  as  to  jus- 
tify the  judicial  mind  in  supposing  that  the  arbitrator  would 
have  made  a  different  award  had  he  known  that  the  judicial 
tribunals  held  a  different  view  of  the  questions  of  law  arising 
in  the  case  from  that  entertained  by  himself. 

Secondly.  When  the  arbitrator  has  proceeded  upon  a  gross 
and  palpable  mistake,  either  of  law  or  of  fact,  directly  affect- 
ing the  merits.  Here  the  error  must  be  fundamentally  and 
glaringly  wrong. 

The  case  at  bar  does  not  fall  within  the  first  exception ;  for 
the  award  shows  no  intention  to  be  guided  solely  by  legal 
principles,  and  expressly  states  that  it  does  not  contain  aU 
the  reasons  which  influenced  the  decision  of  the  arbitrator. 
The  second  exception  I  at  first  supposed  did  cover  the  case. 
It  seemed  to  me  that  the  conventional  relation,  created  by 
contract  under  seal  between  a  corporation  and  its, superin- 
tendent, could  not  be  held  to  be  the  same  in  all  respects  as 
the  common-law  relation  of  master  and  servant.  It  also 
appeared  to  me  that  the  contract  in  this  case,  which  was 
entered  into  after  careful  consideration  by  both  parties,  which 
contained  minute  and  intricate  provisions  as  to  the  rights  and 
obligations  of  the  parties,   and  which  was  several  times 
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amended  and  modified  to  adjust  diflferences  that  had  from 
time  to  time  sprang  up  between  the  parties,  could  not  be 
rescinded  by  the  company  by  reason  of  its  inability  to  restore 
the  plaintiff  to  his  original  position.  For  these  reasons  1  felt 
strongly  inclined  to  hold  that  the  plaintiff  was  improperly 
discharged,  and  that  the  decision^ of  the  arbitrator  to  the  con- 
trary, in  view  of  the  magnitude  of  the  interests  involved,  and 
in  view  of  the  arbitrator's  further  ruling,  flowing  from  this 
first  named  erroneous  decision,  that  in  consequence  of  such 
dismissal  plaintiff  was  no  longer  entitled  to  the  renewal  com- 
missions guaranteed  to  him  by  the  contract,  amounted  to  a 
gross  and  palpable  mistake  of  law,  entitling  the  plaintiff  to  a 
vacation  of  the  award.  But,  after  an  exhaustive  examination 
of  the  authorities  cited  by  both  parties,  I  felt  constrained  to 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  evidence  before  me  is  not 
sufiicient  to  warrant  my  interference.  Although  the  Ameri- 
can as  well  as  the  English  decisions  upon  this  point,  which 
are  by  far  too  numerous  to  be  specially  adverted  to  here,  are 
very  conflicting,  yet  the  clear  weight  of  authority  is  that  the 
mistake  must  be  so  fundamentally,  palpably  and  glaringly 
wrong  as  to  amount,  in  the  ligbt  of  the  facts  of  the  case, 
almost  to  evidence  of  misconduct.  It  is  not  enough  that  the 
point  is  doubtful. 

As  the  whole  evidence  taken  by  the  arbitrator  has  not  been 
placed  before  me,  and  as  the  award  does  not  contain  all  the 
facts  and  reasons  which  influenced  the  decision,  but  merely 
gives  a  selection  of  some  by  way  of  illustration,  it  is  impossi- 
ble for  me  to  say  that,  in  the  face  of  the  final,  general  find- 
ings, that  the  contract  was  broken  by  plaintiff  repeatedly  and 
constantly ;  that  his  acts  were  not  only  wrong  but  unjustifia- 
ble ;  that  such  acts  have  entailed  upon  the  company  great 
loss,  which  will  be  known  and  felt  during  future  years ;  and 
that,  for  these  reasons,  it  became  the  duty  ©f  the  company  to 
dismiss  him ;  the  rulings  of  the  arbitrator  upon  the  questions 
of  law  herein  before  referred  to,  but  arising  in  connection 
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with  this  state  of  facts,  were  so  indisputably  and  unmistaka- 
bly wrong  as  to  vitiate  the  award. 

As  to  alleged  mistakes  of  figures,  it  was  incumbent  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  show  not  only  that  the  arbitrator  had  erred, 
but,  also,  that  the  plaintiff  subsequently  convinced  the  arbi- 
trator as  to  the  existence  of  such  mistakes.  This  the  plain- 
tiff failed  to  show. 

The  fact  that  the  arbitrator,  after  the  close  of  the  evidence, 
received  and  accepted  from  the  company  a  statement  of  its 
claims,  extracted  from  the  company's  books,  was  an  irregu- 
larity, notwithstanding  the  arbitrator's  explanation  of  it. 
According  to  his  own  version  the  parties  had  consented  that 
he  should  make  an  examination  in  person  of  the  company's 
books.  That  did  not  authorize  him  to  accept  the  company's 
extract  from  the  books  in  place  of  such  examination.  But 
the  plaintiff  saw  the  statement  in  the  hands  of  the  arbitrator, 
talked  with  the  latter  about  it,  and  finally  concluded  to  take 
his  chances  for  an  award  under  it.  If  he  was  dissatisfied,  he 
should  have  revoked  the  submission. 

The  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment,  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint with  costs.  No  extra  allowance  will  be  granted.  The 
findings,  to  be  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  opinion,  are 
to  be  handed  up  for  settlement  on  a  notice  of  at  least  five 
days. 
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Stileb  B.  Wood  agt.  Sniffkn  MBKBirr  and  Edwabd  D. 

Mebbitt. 

Where  a  defendant  executes  an  assignment,  leaving  the  date  blank,  of  all 
his  right,  title  and  interest  in  and  to  the  taxable  costs  and  disbursements  in 
the  action,  to  his  co-defendant  in  the  suit,  several  days  prior  to  the  trials  and 
on  the  trial  the  complaint  is  dismissed  as  to  such  defendant  and  a  ver- 
dict for  costs  rendered  in  his  &vor,  and  on  the  same  day  his  co-defendant 
perfects  the  assignment  to  him  by  filling  in  the  date,  and  the  plaintiff  on 
that  day  recovers  a  verdict  against  the  co-defendant,  which  is  inmie- 
diately  assigned  to  a  third  person,  and  the  co-defendant  subsequently 
enters  Judgment  for  costs,  &c.,  assigned  to  him,  and  two  days  thereafter 
the  assignee  of  the  plaintiff  enters  Judgment  on  the  verdict  recovered  by 
the  plaintiff  and  assigned  to  him,  the  co-def(mdant  is  not  entitled  to  offset 
his  Judgment  against  that  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  co-defendant^s  claim  to  costs  was  not  liquidated  when  the  assignment 
was  made  to  him,  and  did  not  become  so  until  judgment  was  entered, 
when  the  plaintiff^s  demand  sued  on  was  liquidated  and  assigned  before 
judgment  entered. 

Motion  to  set  off  judgment  for  costs  awarded  the  defend- 
ant, Edward  D.  Merritt,  against  judgment  recovered  against 
the  defendant,  Sniffen  Merritt. 

Abbett  &  Fuller, /i>r  the  motion, 

Ely  &  Smtth,  opposed. 

This  is  a  motion  to  offset  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
defendant,  Sniffen  Merritt,  against  the  plaintiff  for  costs  and 
disbursements  on  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  as  against  the 
defendant,  Edward  D.  Merritt,  and  assigned  by  him  before 
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snch  dismissal  to  the  defendant,  Sniffen  Merritt,  against  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  Charles  E.  Howard  on  a  verdict  and  for 
costs  in  favor  of  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant,  Sniffen 
Merritt,  and  assigned  by  plaintiff  to  said  Howard  imme- 
diately after  the  rendering  of  said  verdict. 

The  action  was  tried  and  the  complaint  dismissed  as  to 
defendant,  Edward  D.  Merritt,  and  verdict  rendered  against 
the  defendant,  Sniffen  Merritt,  and  said  verdict  and  costs  and 
judgment  to  be  entered  therein  assigned  by  plaintiff  to  said 
Charles  E.  Howard  on  the  9th  day  of  February,  1871. 

The  defendant,  Edward  D.  Me^-ritt,  executed  an  assignment 
of  all  his  right,  title  and  interest  in  and  to  the  taxable  costs 
and  disbursements  in  this  suit  on  the  15th  day  of  January, 
1871  (twenty-five  days  before  the  action  was  tried  and  before 
any  costs  had  accrued)  to  his  co-defendant,  Sniffen  Memtt, 
and  left  the  date  of  the  assignment  blank,  which  was  fiUed  in 
by  Sniffen  Merritt's  attorney  on  the  same  day  the  action  was 
tried  (February  9th  inst.). 

On  the  15th  day  of  February,  1871  (six  days  after  the  trial 
and  assignment  to  Howard),  judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of 
the  defendant,  Sniffen  Merritt,  against  the  plaintiff  for  the 
costs  and  disbursements  assigned  to  him  as  aforesaid. 

On  the  17th  day  of  February,  1871,  judgment  was  entered  in 
favor  of  Charles  £.  Howard  against  Sniffen  Merritt,  on  the 
verdict,  and  for  the  costs  and  disbursements  assigned  to  him 
as  aforesaid. 

I.  The  assignment  of  Edward  D.  Merritt  to  his  co-defend- 
ant of  the  taxable  costs  and  disbursements  was  void.  At  the 
time  the  assignment  was  made  there  was  nothing  in  esse  to 
assign.  No  costs  had  accrued.  The  subject  of  the  intended 
assignment  had  no  existence.  The  most  favorable  construc- 
tion that  can  be  given  to  the  instrument  is  that  it  was  a  mere 
agreement  to  assign  an  executory  contract,  and  therefore  no 
title  passed  {Andrews  agt.  Duranty  1  Kem,^  85 ;  MunseU 
agt.  LewiSy  4  HiUj  635,  and  cases  cited;  contra^  Ely  agt. 
Cooh,  2  nm,  418).    The  fact  of  the  date  being  left  blank, 
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and  after  the  trial  being  filled  in  bj  the  attorney  in  the 
action,  shows  that  the  parties  did  not  consider  it  an  oxecated 
agreement  or  even  a  completed  one.  Of  course,  the  act  of  the 
attorney  in  filling  in  the  date  left  blank  in  the  instrument 
(which  is  under  seal)  can  give  it  no  additional  validity,  and 
was  entirely  unauthorized. 

* 

II.  But  even  admitting  the  validity  of  the  assignment  to 
Sniffen  Merritt,  the  motion  to  set  off  the  judgments  cannot . 
prevail,  because  the  right  to  set  off  does  not  arise  until  the* 
judgment  to  be  affected  by  it  is  recovered  {MacJcey  agt. 
Mofikeyy  43  Barb.y  58 ;  Ora/oes  agt.  Woodbury ^  4  Hilly  559 ; 
Hoberts  hgt.  Carter^  17  Sow.  Pr,  7?.,  341 ;  Esa  parte  Baggy  10 
Wefad.y  615 ;  People  agt.  Judges  of  Delawarey  6  Cow,y  598 ; 
Van  Pelt  agt.  Boyery  8  How.  Pr.  /?.,  319).  And  an  assign- 
ment ^^tm?z^Zy  mad^  {i.  e.y  before  judgment)  wiU  have  ths 
effect  of  prevefiting  the  right  of  set-off  from  accruing  {See 
above  cases  and  also  Myers  agt.  Davisy  22  N.  Y,,  489). 
The  claims  to  be  set  off  must  exist  in  a  perfect  condition  at 
the  same  time,  and  therefore  if  before  the  demand  of  the 
party  claiming  the  set-off  becomes  mature  the  opposite  claim 
has  been  assigned,  the  right  of  set-^ff  no  longer  exists  {Myers 
agt.  DaviSy  supra). 

III.  The  Kevised  Statutes  provide  that  a  set-off  "  must  be 
a  demand  arising  upon  judgment  or  upon  contract,  express  or 
implied,"  and  also  that  the  amount  must  be  liquidated  (2  R. 
S.y  365,  Edm.  ed.  /  Van  Pelt  v.  BoyeTy  supra).  The  claim  or 
costs  attempted  to  be  set  off  was  not  in  judgment  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment  to  Howard,  and  was  not  one  arising  on  con- 
tract, and  the  amount  was  not  liquidated,  the  costs  and  dis- 
bursements not  having  been  liquidated  by  the  clerk.  It  is 
distinctly  laid  down  in  Gravesj^  agt.  Woodbridge  {supra)  and 
in  Waterman  on  Set-off y  <&c.y  chap.  7,  that  in  order  to  set  off  a 
demand  the  ammcnt  must  be  liquidated. 

IV.  The  defendant,  Sniffen  Merritt,  has  no  equities  in  his 
favor  on  this  motion,  as  he  procured  the  assignment  of  the 
costs  from  Edward  D.  Merritt  solely  for  the  purpose  of  off- 
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setting  them  against  the  verdict  and  costs  rendered  against 
bim  and  in  &yor  of  plaintiff. 

EoBmsoN,  J. — The  action  was  tried  February  9th,  1870, 
and  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against 
Sniffen  Merritt  for  $270,  and  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  as 
against  Edward  D.  Merritt,  with  costs. 

Judgment  was  perfected  on  the  verdict  against  Sniffen 
•  Merritt,  February  17th,  1871,  in  favor  of  Charles  E.  Howard, 
who,  by  assignment  jQrom  plaintiff  dated  February  9th,  1871, 
had  become  assignee  of  the  verdict,  "  together  with  any  costs 
accrued  or  to  accrue,  and  any  judgment  to  be  entered 
therefor." 

Edward  D.  Merritt,  in  anticipation  of  judgment  in  his 
favor,  on  his  defence  to  the  debt  in  suit  of  a  discharge  in 
bankruptcy,  executed  to  his  co-defendant,  on  or  about  the  15th 
of  January,  1871,  an  assignment  of  all  his  claims  to  the  tax- 
able costs  and  disbursements  in  the  suit,  perfect,  except  as  to 
the  mention  of  the  date,  which,  upon  the  dismissal  of  the 
complaint  against  him,  was  immediately  filled  in  with  the 
date,  February  9th. 

It  contained  a  covenant  to  execute  a  further  assignment  of 
the  judgment  for  such  costs  when  entered,  and  was  effectual 
as  a  transfer  of  the  costs  subsequently  recovered  {El/y  agt- 
Cocik^  2  Hilt.^  418).  Judgment  was  entered  February  loth, 
1871,  against  plaintiff.  Wood,  i/nfa/oor  of  Sniff  en  Merritt^  as 
such  assignee  of  Edward  D.  Merritt  (upon  an  order  improvi- 
dently  granted  but  not  affecting  the  question),  for  $151.75, 
costs  and  disbursements,  and,  on  the  17th  of  February,  in 
favor  of  Charles  E.  Howard,  as  assignee  of  plaintiff,  for 
$477.92,  the  amount  of  the  verdict,  costs  and  disbursements; 
and  the  present  motion  is  to  set  off  the  former  against  the 
latter. 

The  assignment  of  the  verdict,  after  it  was  rendered,  car- 
ried with  it  in  terms,  as  well  as  in  legal  effect,  the  costs  inci- 
dent to  the  debt,  and  the  judgment  to  be  entered  on  such 
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verdict  {Mackey  agt.  Mackey^  43  Barb.^  58 ;  Coun1/n/7nan 
agt.  Bayer ^  3  How,y  386),  and  no  question  is  raised  or  sug- 
gested, as  against  the  right  of  Charles  E.  Howard,  as  assignee, 
and  substituted  plaintiff  (aside  from  this  claim  to  the  set-off) 
to  the  ]  udgment  for  the  amount  recovered  against  the  defend- 
ant, Sniffen  Merritt. 

This  set-off  ought  not  to  be  allowed : 

Fw8t.  The  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  as  against  Edward  D. 
Merritt,  on  the  9tli  of  February,  gave  him  a  right  to  recover 
costs,  which  was  perfected  on  the  fifteenth.  But  until  these 
costs  were  liquidated  and  adjusted  and  judgment  entered,  his 
right  had  not  matured  into  a  debt  or  personal  obligation  against 
the  plaintiff,'  for  which  a  suit  might  be  maintained,  nor  had 
it  become  available  as  a  judgment  in  which  the  court  had 
jurisdiction  to  adjust  or  make  a  set-off  of  the  respective  claims 
of  the  parties ;  as,  for  instance,  where,  in  a  recovery  for  less 
than  fifty  dollars,  costs  are  allowed  to  defendant,  in  such  case 
no  assignment  of  the  recovery,  before  judgment,  would  debar 
the  defendant  from  a  set-off  of  his  costs,  and  the  court  would 
direct  such  set-off  and  order  execution  for  any  balance  due  to 
one  party  from  the  other.  But  the  dismissal  of  the  com- 
plaint in  this  case,  as  to  Edward  D.  Merritt,  was,  in  its  con- 
sequences, no  greater  in  preventing  or  interfering  with  the 
complete  operation  of  the  assignment  of  the  verdict  in  ques- 
tion, than  if  he  had  obtained  such  dismissal  on  the  same  day 
of  another  action  in  which  Wood  had  been  plaintiff.  In 
either  of  the  two  latter  cases  the  right  to  the  costs,  as  a  debt 
that  could  be  set  off,  was  inch,oate  and  subject  to  ftiture  judi- 
cial action  in  liquidating  its  amount  {9v{pervisor8  of  Onotk- 
daga  agt.  BriggSy  2  Den.^  26),  and  only  became  perfect  on 
the  subsequent  entry  of  judgment  therefor. 

Secondly,  The  indebtedness  of  the  defendant,  Sniffen  Mer- 
ritt, as  established  by  the  verdict,  existed  when  the  contract 
sued  upon  was  broken  and  the  assignment  of  the  verdict  ren- 
dered for  its  breach  carried  the  claim,  ^d  all  costs  incident 
to  the  prosecution  of  the  action. 
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Thirdly.  At  the  time  (February  15th,  1871)  the  judgment 
against  Wood,  sought  to  be  set  off,  was  entered  and  had  first 
matured  into  a  legal  debt  against  him,  Howard  had,  by  pre- 
vious assignment  (dated  February  9th,  1871),  become  the 
absolute  owner  of  the  debt  in  suit,  and  incident  costs  recover- 
able against  Sniffen  Merritt. 

Motion  to  set  off  judgments  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOE  COUET. 

T.  Letitia  Phillips,  plaintifE  and  respondent,  agt.  Geobqe  A. 
Wicks  and  Angelina  G.  Wicks,  defendants  and  appellants. 

The  indorsement  of  a  promissory  note  by  a  married  iooman^  at  the  request 
of  and  for  the  benefit  of  her  husband,  without  any  benefit  to  her  sepa- 
rate estate,  is  void. 

General  Term^  June^  1873. 

Before  Fbeedman,  Cubtis  and  Yan  Vobst,  JJ. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  entered  against 
them  on  the  report  of  a  referee. 

The  complaint  alleged  a  promissory  note,  dated  May  11th, 
1868,  made  by  George  A.  Wicks,  payable  to  the  order  of  and 
indorsed  by  Angelina  G.  Wicks  six  months  after  date  for 
$2,800,  value  received,  protest  at  maturity  and  notice  given 
to  the  indorser ;  that  said  "  Angelina  G.  Wicks,  being  the 
wife  of  said  George  A.  Wicks,  and  having  a  separate  estate, 
indorsed  and  delivered  the  said  note  for  the  benefit  of  her 
said  separate  estate." 

Judgment  was  demanded  for  amount  of  the  note,  with 
interest. 

The  defendants  answered  separately.  They  both  alleged 
want  of  consideration,  and  denied  plaintiff's  ownership  of  the 
note.  Angelina  G.  Wicks  further  pleaded  that  the  said  note 
was  indorsed  by  her  at  the  request  of  her  husband,  and  as  surety 
for  him,  and  without  any  consideration  whatever,  and  without 
any  advantage  or  benefit  to  her  or  to  her  estate  or  property. 

The  referee  found  for  the  plaintiff  and  against  both  defend- 
ants, and  defendants  appealed. 

William  A.  Boyd, /or  appelUmts. 
Chables  H.  Smith,  ybr  respondent. 
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By  the  Courts  Fbebdman,  J. — There  is  very  little,  if  any, 
conflict  as  to  the  real  facts-  of  the  case.  In  January,  1867, 
plaintiff's  husband,  George  S.  Phillips,  and  the  defendant 
George  A.  Wicks  were  members  of  the  firm  of  George  A. 
Wicks  &  Co. ;  and,  as  such  member,  the  first  named  had 
contribnted  $30,000  to  the  capital  stock.  In  July,  1867,  the 
firm  stopped  payment,  and  was  succeeded  in  September  fol- 
lowing by  the  finn  of  Wicks,  Julliard  &  Co.,  composed  in 
part  of  the  said  George  A.  Wicks  and  George  S.  Phillips. 
This  firm  existed  only  a  few  months,  when  a  new  firm  waa 
formed  under  the  name  of  Wicks,  Van  Alstyne  &  Co.,  hito 
which  George  S.  Phillips  was  not  taken.  The  last  named 
firm  undertook  to  assume  the  liabilities  and  take  the  assets 
and  property  of  Wicks,  Julliard  &  Co.  But  Phillips,  who 
had  not  been  consulted,  objected  and  was  about  to  commence 
a  suit  for  the  enforcement  of  his  supposed  rights,  when  a 
settlement  was  made  with  him,  to  which  he  assented,  by 
which  the  new  firm  agreed  to  give  him  their  note  for  $12,000 
for  his  claim,  and  to  employ  him  for  one  year  at  a  salary  of 
$7,000.  Under  this  agreement  Mr.  Phillips  went  to  work; 
but  at  the  time  the  firm  ceased  he  had  received  no  salary, 
nor  had  he  been  paid  the  $12,000.  The  third  firm  was  not 
more  successful  than  its  predecessors,  and,  after  a  short  exist- 
ence, stopped  business,  unable  to  pay  its  debts.  It  was  then 
suggested  that  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
should  be  made  of  the  property  and  assets  of  the  three  firms ; 
and  as  it  was  necessary  to  its  validity  that  George  S.  Phillips 
should  join  in  the  execution  thereof,  he  was  requested  so  to 
do.  It  turned  out  that  he  was  indebted  to  his  wife,  the 
plaintifl'.  for  moneys  belonging  to  her  in  her  own  right, 
which  he  had  borrowed;  and  he  insisted  upon  receiving 
some  money  with  which  to  pay  her.  It  was  then  agreed 
that  his  wife  should  have  $7,000  in  cash  and  $3,000  in  notes 
of  the  firm  of  Wicks,  Van  Alstyne  ife  Co.,  then  held  by  Mr. 
Julliard.  But  when  the  assignment  was  ready  to  be  exe- 
cuted he  was  informed  that  there  was  no  money.     He  replied 
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that  he  regretted  having  consented,  that  it.was  against  his 
interest  to  join ;  and  he  declined  to  aflSx  his  signature.  Mr. 
Hoyt,  one  of  the  creditors  and  of  the  assignees  named  in  the 
instrument,  inquired  whether  Phillips  would  take  security 
for  the  money  to  be  given  to  his  wife,  and  Phillips  finally 
consented  to  accept  such  security  as  Mr.  Hoyt  should  pro- 
nounce to  be  unquestionable.  Mr.  Hoyt  thereupon  consulted 
with  the  other  parties,  and,  after  a  short  time,  he  came  back 
and  assured  Mr.  Phillips  that  it  had  been  made  all  right. 
Upon  that  assurance  Mr.  Phillips  executed  the  assignment; 
and  a  few  days  thereafter  he  received  from  Hoyt  the  note  in 
suit,  as  part  of  the  $7,000  referred  to.  The  note  appears  to 
'  have  been  procured  from  George  A.  Wicks  for  the  very  pur- 
pose of  being  handed  over  to  Mr.  Phillips  on  account  of  his 
claim,  and  as  an  inducement  to  join  in  the  execution  of  the 
assignment,  and  to  have  been  indorsed  by  the  defendant 
Angelina  Q-.  Wicks  at  the  request  of  her  husband,  with  some 
knowledge  of  the  purpose  for.  which  it  was  intended  to  be  used. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff,  to 
whom  the  note  has  been  turned  over,  is  entitled  to  recover 
thereon  against  the  defendant  George  A.  Wicks  as  the  maker 
thereof.  There  was  a  sufficient  consideration ;  and  the  plea 
that  plaintiff  took  the  note  in  payment  of  a  precedent  debt 
will  not  avail  him. 

But  as  to  the  defendant  Angelina  G.  Wicks  the  case  is 
different.  She  was  and  still  is  a  married  woman ;  and,  as 
such,  she  had  no  legal  capacity  to  bind  herself  generally. 
The  object  of  all  recent  legislation  upon  the  law  of  husband 
and  wife  has  been  to  shield  the  wife  against  the  power  of 
her  husband,  and  against  his  disposition  to  squander  her 
property  more  effectually  than  the  case  previgusly  was ;  and 
for  this  reason  the  legislature  has  not  yet  seen  fit  to  entirely 
remove  the  common-law  disability  of  a  married  woman  to 
bind  herself  by  her  contracts  at  large.  Power  was  therefore 
conferred  upon  her  to  contract  for  certain  purposes,  and  for 
these  only.    To  be  obligatory  upon  her  or  her  estate,  her 
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contract  must  relate  either  to  her  separate  property  or  to  the 
particular  trade*  or  business  in  which  she  is  engaged.  For 
these  purposes  she  may  enter  into  any  contract  in  the  same 
manner  and  with  the  like  effect  as  if  she  were  unmarried. 
The  law  gives  to  her  the  practical  ownership  of  her  estate, 
with  the  power  to  bind  it  for  the  payment  of  her  debts. 
Where  the  debt  has  been  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  her 
estate  the  latter  is  bound  ipso  facto.  But  where  she  incurs 
a  liability,  for  another,  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that  her  intent 
to  make  such  liability  a  charge  upon  her  separate  estate  be 
declared  in  the  contract  creating  the  indebtedness  {The  Corn 
Exchange  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Babcock^  42  N.  Y.y  613 ;  Yale  agt 
Dederer,  22  id.,  450;  White  agt  McNett,  33  id.,  371). 

There  is  no  evidence  that  Angelina  G.  Wicks  was  engaged 
in  any  business  or  profession ;  nor  does  the  note  in  suit  con- 
tain a  declaration,  such  as  George  S.  Phillips  might  have 
insisted  upon,  to  the  effect  that  her  estate  was  to  be  held 
chargeable  with  the  consequences  of  her  indorsement.  Unless, 
therefore,  the  proof  established  that  the  said  indorsement 
was,  in  point  of  fact,  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate, 
the  latter  cannot  be  charged  with  it.  The  only  evidence 
upon  this  point  is  that  she  had  a  claim  of  $8C,000  against 
the  firm  of  George  A.  Wicks  ife  Co. ;  that  some  time  prior  to 
the  said  indorsement  she  had  expressed  a  desire  that  said  firm 
should  make  an  assignment  rather  than  go  into  bankruptcy ; 
and  that,  under  the  assignment,  she  received  a  dividend  of 
about  fifty  per  cent.  This  is  clearly  insufficient  to  establish 
an  actual  benefit  to  her  separate  estate,  in  addition  to  what 
she  would  have  received  if  the  said  firm  had  gone  into  bank- 
ruptcy, especially  as  the  proof  further  shows  that  the  assign- 
ment was  not  concurred  in  by  all  the  creditors. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs  as  against  the 
defendant  George  A.  Wicks ;  and  as  to  Angelina  G.  Wicks, 
it  should  be  reversed  and  the  order  of  reference  should  be 
vacated  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

CuBTis  and  Van  Voest,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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N.  Y.  SUPEEIOR  COURT. 

William  Schaus,  plaintiff  and  appellant,  agt.  The  Manhat- 
tan Gas-light  Company,  defendant  and  respondent 

Under  a  general  or  specific  denial  of  any  part  of  the  complaint  which  the 
plaintiff  is  required  to  prove  to  maintain  his  action,  the  defendant,  upon 
principle  and  authority,  is  at  all  times  at  liberty  to  prove  anything  tend- 
ing to  show  that  piAintifiTs  allegation  is  untrue. 

General  Term^  June^  1873. 

Before  Fbeedman,  Curtis  and  Yajs  Vobst,  JJ. 

Appeal  by  plaintiJBf  from  judgment  entered  in  favor  of 
defendant  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury  and  from  the  order 
denying  plaintiffs  motion  upon  the  judge's  minutes  for  a 
new  trial. 

F.  E.  Sherman  &  A.  E.  EoDGER8,ybr  appeUant, 
Henry  H.  Anderson,  ybr  respondent. 

By  the  Courty  Fbeedman,  J, — This  action  was  brought  to 
recover  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by  plaintiff 
from  water  which  entered  the  plaintiffs  cellar,  as  claimed  by 
plaintiff,  through  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  in  opening 
a  ditch  in  front  of  plaintiffs  premises  for  laying  gas  mains  in 
the  street.  On  the  trial  evidence  was  admitted,  against 
plaintiffs  objection  and  exception,  which  tended  to  show  that 
the  water  which  caused  the  injury  did  not  come  from  the 
ditch,  but  from  the  sewer  or  the  connection  with  the  sewer, 
and  that  the  injury  was  the  result  of  a  defective  sewerage 
system  in  that  vicinity.  We  think  the  evidence  was  properly 
received.  Although  under  the  requirements  of  section  149 
of  the  Code  new  matter  must  bo- pleaded,  and  consequently  the 
Vol.  XLV  61 


482  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Scbaus  agt.  Manhattan  Gas-light  Co. 

defenses  of  payment,  release,  accord  and  satisfaction  of  arbitra- 
ment, and  many  other  entire  and  partial  defenses,  which, 
while  they  do  not  deny  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint, yet  seek  to  avoid  or  to  bar  it,  and  which  were  for- 
merly available  under  the  general  issue,  must  now  be  set  up 
in  the  answer  before  evidence  in  support  thereof  can  be 
received  {McKyring  agt.  Bully  16  iT.  Z".,  297),  yet  under  a 
general  or  specific  denial  of  any  part  of  the  complaint,  which 
the  plaintiff  is  required  to  prove  to  maintain  his  action,  the 
defendant,  upon  principle  and  authority,  is  at  all  times  at 
liberty  tO  prove  anything  tending  to  show  that  plaintiff's 
allegation  is  untrue  ( Wheeler  agt.  Billings,  38  iT.  JT.,  263 ; 
Oreenfieid  agt.  Mass,  Mut.  Life  Ins,  Co.,  47  id.,  430). 

The  testimony  of  the  parties  was  conflicting,  and  therefore 
presented  a  proper  case  for  the  jury.  Plaintiff  conceded  that 
by  refraining  from  moving  for  the  direction  of  q  verdict  sub- 
ject to  an  assessment  of  damages  {Howe  agt.  Stevens,  44 
Bow.,  10  ;  S.  a,  12  All.  2V.  S.,  389). 

The  case  having  been  submitted  to  the  jury  under  a  charge, 
to  which  no  valid  objection  lies,  and  plaintiff's  exceptions  to 
the  refusal  of  the  court  to  charge  otherwise,  as  requested,  and 
to  the  rulings  of  the  court  upon  the  questions  of  evidence 
that  arose  during  the  trial,  appearing  to  be  clearly  untenable, 
the  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  must  be  severallj 
affirmed,  with  costs. 

OuBTK  and  Van  Vobst,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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N.  T.  SUPERIOK  COURT. 

Edward  Coleman,  plaintiff,  agt.  Van  Bbugh  Livingston, 

defendant. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  against  a  defendant  as  warehouseman  to 
recover  for  the  loss  of  property  left  with  him  as  such  warehouseman  on 
the  ground  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  court  will 
rigidly  adhere  to  the  rule  that  the  burden  of  proof  rests  upon  the 
defendant  to  explain  and  account  for  the  loss. 

Bat,  at  the  same  time,  where  the  testimony,  given  on  the  part  of  the 
defense,  fully  and  satisfactorily  explains  the  manner  of  the  loss,  and 
that  the  defendant  did  not  in  any  way  contribute  by  any  neglect  or 
want  of  precaution  on  his  part  to  such  loss,  and  in  the  absence  of  proof 
on  plaintifTs  side  from  which  negligence  could  be  inferred,  the  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  a  nonsuit. 

General  Term^  June^  1873. 

Before  Fbebdman,  Cuetis  cmd  Van  Vobst,  JJ. 

Motion  for  a  reargument. 

Chablbs  H.  Smith,  ybr  tJie  motion. 
John  MoKbon,  ojpjposed. 

By  the  Courts  Fbebdman,  J. — On  defendant's  appeal  from 
the  judgment  and  order  denying  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the 
April  general  term  reversed  the  judgment  and  order  appealed 
from,  and  ordered  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  at  the 
close  of  the  trial  defendant's  motion  for  a  dismissal  of  the 
complaint  upon  the  whole  evidence  should  have  been  granted. 

Plaintiff  now  moves  for  a  reargument  on  the  sole  ground  that 
since  that  decision  the  court  of  appeals,  as  he  claims,  has  decided 
in  the  case  of  The  J.  livsseU  Mcmuf act/wring  Company 
agt.  The  New  Haven  Steamboat  Compamy^  that  upon  a  state 
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of  facts  very  similar  to  that  presented  by  the  evidence  in  thift 
case,  the  question  of  negligence  was  for  the  jury,  and  that  he 
•  believes  that,  if  this  adjudication  had  been  brought  to  the 
notice  of  the  general  term  of  this  court,  the  judgment  would 
have  been  aflBrmed. 

An  examination  of  the  two  cases  discloses,  however,  that 
the  claim  is  not  well  founded.  In  the  case  at  bar,  which  is 
an  action  to  recover  fVom  the  defendant,  a  warehouseman, 
for  the  loss  of  merchandise,  the  general  term  rigidly  adhered 
to  the  rule  that  the  burden  of  proof  rested  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  explain  and  account  for  the  loss.  But,  at  the  same 
time,  it  was  held  that  the  testimony  given  on  the  part  of  the 
defense,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  in  detail  here,  not 
only  fully  and  satisfactorily  explained  the  manner  of  the 
loss,  but  that  it  also  clearly  demonstrated  that  defendant  did 
not  in  anywise  contribute  by  any  neglect  or  want  of  precau- 
tion on  his  part.  It  was  held  that  this  evidence,  which  was 
uncontradicted  and  unimpeached,  was  so  convincing  that,  in 
the  absence  of  all  proof  on  plaintiffs  side  from  which  negli- 
gence could  be  inferred,  the  jury  was  not  at  liberty  to  adopt 
any  other  theory,  and  that,  consequently,  the  case  should  not 
have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  at  all  against  the  objection 
and  exception  of  the  defendant. 

In  jRttsseU  agt.  The  New  Haven  Steamboat  Company y  on 
the  other  hand,  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  defendant  was 
neither  convincing  nor  otherwise  satisfactory.  The  fire  had 
not  been  communicated  to  defendant's  wharf  from  without, 
but  had  broken  out  on  defendant's  own  premises.  Plaintiff 
gave  evidence  of  defendant's  negligence,  and  such  evidence, 
though  slight,  was  held  sufficient  to  make  it  the  duty  of  the 
defendant,  although  liable  as  warehousemen  only,  to  explain 
the  circumstances  of  the  destruction  of  the  property.  Defendant 
failed  to  give  such  explanation,  and  omitted  to  produce  any  of 
the  persons  said  to  have  be.en  left  in  charge,  or  to  show  that 
any  efforts  were  made  by  these  persons  to  save  the  property. 
From  these  suspicious  circumstances,  the  jury  in  that  case 
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might  well  have  drawn  inferences  unfavorable  to  the  defend- 
ant,  and  it  was  for  this  reason  that  the  withdrawal  of  the  case 
from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  was  held  to  have  been 
erroneous. 

The  two  cases  are  not  analogous. 

The  motion  for  a  reargument  must  be  denied,  with  costs. 

CuBTis  and  Van  Vobst,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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K  Y.  SUPEEIOK  COUET. 
BicHARD  A.  Cunningham  agt.  William  White  and  John  T. 

CONOVEB. 

A  plaintiff  may,  with  or  without  the  consent  of  the  defendants,  discanUnua 
an  action,  but  he  cannot  thereby,  unless  assented  to  by  the  defendants, 
deprive  them  of  any  rights  which  they  then  possessed. 

Where  one  of  two  defendants,  in  an  action  asking  for  an  injunction 
against  them,  is  served  with  tfte  summons  and  complaint,  but  does  not 
appear  in  the  action,  and  the  action  is  discontinued  by  consent  of  the 
attorneys  for  the  respective  parties,  on  payment  of  costs,  but  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  said  defendant  who  did  not  appear,  and  the 
imdertaking  executed  therein  canceled  : 

Reldy  that  the  rights  of  the  defendant,  who  did  not  appear,  were  not 
affected  by  such  discontinuance,  and  the  order  canceling  the  undertaking 
was  a  nullity,  and  that  upon  entering  the  order  of  discontinuance  he 
had  an  immediate  right  of  action  upon  the  undertaking,^  it  appearing 
that  his  rights  and  interests  were  diverse  and  separate  from  the  other 
defendant. 

An  undertaking,  although  joint  as  *to  the  obligors  or  sureties,  is  not 
necessarily  joint  as  to  the  persons  to  or  for  whose  benefit  it  is  given. 
If  their  interests  are  joint,  then  the  right  of  action  upon  the  undertak- 
ing is  joint;  but  where  such  interests  are  several,  the  right  of  action  is 
also  several. 

Where  the  non-joinder  of  parties  is  alleged  in  the  answer,  which  is  appar- 
ent on  the  face  of  the  complaint,  by  not  demurring  the  objection  is 
waived. 

Special  Term,  June,  1878. 

Demurrer  argued  June  28rf,  cmd  decision  of  court  ren- 
dered June  30th,  1873. 

Demubbeb  to  defenses  in  an  answer. 

This  was  an  action  upon  an  undertaking  given  upon  pro- 
curing an  injunction. 
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The  complaint  set  up  the  bringing  of  an  action  against  the 
plaintiflF  Cunningham  and  another,  the  procuring  by  the 
plaintiff  in  that  action  of  an  injunction  against  the  defendants 
therein,  the  service  of  the  injunction  upon  such  defendants, 
and  the  execution  in  that  action  of  the  usual  undertaking  bj 
the  defendants  in  this  action  as  sureties,  annexing  a  copy  of 
the  undertaking.  It  further  set  up  that  the  court  finally 
decided  that  the  plaintiff  in  that  action  was  not  entitled  to 
the  injunction ;  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  was  injured 
by  being  enjoined,  showing  specifically  the  nature  of  the 
injury  and  amomit  of  damage. 

The  answer  was  divided  into  paragraphs ;  the  first  of 
which  admitted  the  bringing  of  the  action,  the  obtaining  and 
serving  of  the  injunction,  giving  a  copy ;  the  second  para- 
graph admitted  that  in  a  certain  action  proposed  to  be  com- 
menced, the  undertaking,  a  copy  of  which  was  annexed  to 
the  complaint,  was  given,  but  alleged  that  no  injunction  was 
ever  made  in  said  proposed  action ;  the  third  paragraph 
denied  that  tlie  court  ever  finally  decided  that  the  plaintiff  on 
the  action  was  not  entitled  to  the  injunction,  and  alleged  that 
Cunningham,  though  personally  served  with  the  summons  and 
complaint,  never  appeared^  answered  or  demurred;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  in  said  action  was  and  is  entitled  by  default  to 
judgment  of  injunction  ;  that  the  said  action  was  never  tried, 
and  no  judgment  ever  rendered;  that  an  order,  of  whicli  a 
copy  is  given,  was  duly  made  in  the  action  (this  order  sets 
forth  that  upon  the  consent  of  the  attorneys  for  the  respective 
parties,  the  defendants'  costs  having  been  paid,  the  action 
was  discontinued,  and  the  undertaking  given  in  the  action 
was  canceled) ;  that  the  undertaking  referred  to  in  the  order 
was  thus  annulled,  and  the  parties  thereto  released  from  all 
liability ;  the  fourth  paragraph  denies  all  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint  relative  to  the  injuries  to  Cunningham  by  the 
service  of  the  injunction ;  the  fifth  paragraph  sets  forth  that 
the  plaintiff  in  said  action  paid  to  the  mayor,  aldermen  and 
commonalty  eighty-six  dollars  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  dam- 
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ages  laid  in  the  complaint ;  the  sixth  paragraph  alleges  that 
the  undertaking  complained  on  was  not  execated  for  the 
bjBnefit  of  Cunningham  individually,  but  jointly  with  the 
mayor,  aldermen,  &c.,  and  John  Du%,  and  that  they  are 
necessary  parties  to  this  action ;  the  seventh  paragraph  denies 
every  other  allegation  of  the  complaint. 

The  plaintiff  demurs  to  the  matters  contained  in  the 
second,  third,  fifth  and  sixth  paragraphs  of  the  answer. 

Cablislb  Nobwood,  3n.^for  plamtiff. 
John  M.  Sceibnbb,  Jr. j  for  defendcmtn, 

MoNELL,  J. — This  action  is  upon  an  undertaking  given  by 
the  defendants  in  behalf  of  the  Dry  Dock,  East  Broadway 
and  Battery  Railroad  Company,  on  obtaining  an  injunction 
in  an  action  by  such  company  against  the  mayor,  &c.,  of 
New  York,  and  Cunningham  the  plaintiff. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  in  said  action  it  was  decided 
that  said  company  was  not  entitled  to  the  injunction. 

The  defendants,  in  the  "  second"  paragraph  of  their  answer, 
allege,  in  substance,  that  the  undertaking,  a  copy  of  which  is 
annexed  to  the  complaint,  was  executed  in  a  proposed  action, 
in  which  the  railroad  company  was  plaintiff,  and  the  mayor, 
&c.,  of  New  York,  said  Cunningham  and  one  Duffy  were 
defendants ;  but  "  that  said  proposed  action  was  never  actu- 
ally commenced,  and  no  injunction  or  injunction  order  was 
ever  obtained  or  granted  therein." 

This  allegation  is  sufficient  in  substance  to  constitute  a 
defense.  If  the  injunction  in  suit  was,  as  alleged,  given  in 
an  action  never  actually  commenced,  it  became  a  nullity,  and 
could  not,  without  a  fresh  assent  of  the  sureties,  be  used  as  a 
security  or  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  an  injunction  in 
another  or  a  different  action.  The  fact  alleged  is  issuable, 
and,  therefore,  not  demurable. 

In  the  "third"  paragraph  of  the  answer  the  defendants 
deny  that  the  court  ever  finally  decided  that  the  plaintiffs, 
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the  railroad  company,  was  not  entitled  to  the  injunction ; 
and  they  "  allege  that,  althou^  the  Buramons  and  complaint 
were  personally  served  on  the  said  Cunningham,  he  never 
appeared  in  the  action  or  answered  the  complaint ;  and  that, 
as  to  him,  the  plaintiff  (in  said  action)  was  and  is  entitled  to 
an  absolute  judgment  by  default  and  an  absolute  injunction." 
It  is  then  further  alleged  "  that  the  said  action  was  never 
tried,  but  was  discontintied  by  an  order  of  the  court,  upon 
the  consent  of  the  attorneys  for  the  respective  parties."  The 
order  of  discontinuance  fiirther  provided  "  that  the  under- 
taking given  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  the  injunc- 
tion be  and  the  same  is  hereby  canceled.^' 

The  consent  upon  which  the  order  of  discontinuance  was 
made  did  not  include  the  defendant  Cunningham ;  and  as  to 
him,  therefore,  it  was  inoperative,  so  far  as  it  could  be  deemed 
to  affect  any  right  he  then  had.  A  plaintiff  may,  with  or 
without  the  consent  of  the  defendants,  discontinue  an  action ; 
but  he  cannot  thereby,  imless  assented  to  by  the  defendants, 
deprive  them  of  any  rights  which  they  then  possessed. 

Cunningham  had  been  served  and  had  not  appeared.  He 
was  not  therefore  entitled  to  notice  of  the  application  for 
leave  to  discontinue.  Nevertheless,  without  notice,  it  was 
not  in  the  power  of  the  court  to  cancel  the  undertaking  as  to 
him,  and  thus  shut  him  off  from  any  claim  for  damages  he 
might  have  under  it. 

Although  the  discontinuance  was  without  prejudice  to  any 
rights  which  Cunningham  had  acquired  in  the  action,  it  was, 
nevertheless,  a  final  adjudication  of  the  action,  and  gave  to 
Cunningham  an  immediate  right  of  action  upon  the  under- 
taking (Carpenter  agt.  Wright^  4  Bosw.,  665;  PaciJiG  Mail 
S.  S,  Co.  agt.  Levling,  7  Abb.  N.  S.,  37). 

It  does  not  change  the  question  of  the  sureties'  liability 
that,  by  reason  of  Cunningham's  failure  to  appear,  the  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  an  absolute  injunction  against  him. 

It  is  enough  that  they  took  no  such  judgment,  and,  by  the 
Vol.  XLV  62 
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iiscontinuance  of  the  action,  are  now  precluded  from  such 
a  judgment. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  order  canceling  the  under- 
taking was  a  nullity;  and  that,  upon  entering  the  order  of 
discontinuance,  Cunningham  had  an  immediate  right  of 
action  upon  the  undertaking. 

The  demurrer  must  be  sustained  as  to  the  defense  con- 
tained in  the  "  third  "  paragraph  of  the  answer. 

In  the  "fifth"  paragraph  of  the  answer  the  defendants 
allege  that,  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the 
railroad  company  paid  to  the  mayor,  &c.,  defendants  in  that 
action,  the  sum  of  eighty  dollars  in  fiill  satisfaction  and  dis- 
charge of  the  damages  mentioned  in  the  complaint  in  this 
action,  and  of  all  damages  sustained  by  the  defendants  in 
that  action  by  reason  of  the  injunction  therein. 

The  undertaking  was  to  pay  the  party  enjoined  such  dam- 
ages as  he  might  sustain  by  reason  of  the  injunction.  Cun- 
ningham was  the  real,  if  not  the  only  party  to  the  action 
affected  by  the  injunction.  He  was  the  contractor  of  the 
corporation,  and  waSt  stopped  in  the  prosecution  of  his  work. 
The  corporation  was  not  a  necessary,  and  hardly  a  proper 
party.  The  interests  of  the  defendants  were  diverse  and 
separate,  and,  therefore,  their  rights,  under  the  security,  were 
wholly  separate. 

An  undertaking,  although  joint  as  to  the  obligors  or  sure- 
ties {Perry  agt.  Cheater^  12  AVb,  N,  S. ,  131),  is  not  neces- 
sarily joint  as  to  the  persons  to  or  for  whose  benefit  it  is 
given.  If  their  interests  are  joint,  then  the  right  of  action 
upon  the  undertaking  would  also  be  joint.  But  when  such 
interests  are  several  the  right  of  action  is  also  several.  There 
was  no  union  of  interest  between  the  corporation  and  Cun- 
ningham. Therefore,  upon  this  undertaking,  either  could 
maintain  an  action  in  his  own  behalf. 

From  this,  it  follows  that  any  payment  to  the  corporation, 
although  of  damages  by  reason  of  the  injunction,  was  not  a 
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Batisfaction  of,  nor  did  it  in  any  manner  affect,  the  separate 
rights  of  Cunningham. 

The  facts,  therefore,  as  stated  in  the  "  fifth  "  paragraph  of 
the  answer,  do  not  constitute  a  defense. 

In  tlie  "  sixth  "  paragraph  of  their  answer  the  defendants 
allege  that  the  undertaking  was  not  for  the  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff,  individually,  "  but  jointly  with  the  mayor,  &c.,  and 
the  said  Dufiiy,  who  are  necessary  parties  plaintiff  in  this 
action." 

The  insuflBciency  of  this  defense  follows,  from  what  is  said 
of  the  "  fifth  "  paragraph. 

The  obligation  being  several  as  to  the  parties  enjoined, 
either  may  maintain  a  separate  action. 

Another  answer  to  this  portion  of  the  answer  is  that  the 
alleged  non-joinder  of  parties  was  and  is  apparent  on  the  face 
of  the  co^aplaint.  By  not  demurring  the  objection  is  waived 
{Code,  §  147). 

The  demurrer  must  be  overruled  as  to  the  "second"  para- 
graph, and  allowed  as  to  the  ''third,"  "fifth"  and  "sixth" 
paragraphs  of  the  answer. 

No  costs  to  either  party,  and  the  defendants  to  have  leave 
to  amend,  and  the  plaintiffs  to  reply  as  they  shall  be  advised. 


492  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Juath  agt.  National  Bank  of  the  Commonwealth. 


N.  T.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Ehil  Justh  and  ALEXAin)EB  Fbank,  plain  tifib  and  appellantfli 
agt.  The  National  Bane  op  the  Commonwealth,  defend- 
ant and  respondent. 

Where  a  bank  loans  a  certain  sum  of  money  to  a  firm  of  brokers  on  call 
upon  collateral  security,  to  be  repaid  the  same  day,  and  during  the  day 
such  firm  procures  another  loan  from  the  plaintiffs  of  a  certain  sum  upon 
collateral  securities,  which  are  subsequently  ascertained  to  be  forgeries^ 
and  the  firm  of  brokers  deposit  the  certified  checks  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
their  bank  and  take  up  their  coUateral  securities,  some  of  whiph  prove  to 
be  foi^eries,  and  the  bank  collects  the  plaintiffs*  checks  in  the  ordinaiy 
course  of  business,  for  which  it  gives  the  firm  of  brokers  credit  in  the 
usual  way,  t&e  bank  is  not  liable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount  of  the 
loan  they  made  to  the  firm  of  brokers  on  presenting  the  forged  collateral 
securities  taken  by  them  and  demanding  of  the  bank  the  repayment  of 
those  checks. 

The  law  will  protect  a  purchaser  of  personal  property,  and  especially  of 
negotiable  paper,  who  has  acquired  it  for  a  fair  and  valuable  considera- 
tion, in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  and  without  any  notice  of  any  conflict- 
ing claims  or  of  suspicious  circumstances  calculated  to  awaken  inquiry 
or  to  put  him  on  his  guard,  although  the  property  was  in  fiu^  obtained 
by  the  vendor  fi-om  the  true  owner  fraudulently. 

Oeneral  Term^  June^  1873. 
Before  Freedman,  Curtis  and  Van  Vorst,  JJ. 
Appeal  by  plaintiffs  from  judgment  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint. 

John  E.  Burrill,  for  appellants. 
James  EM0TT,ybr  respondent. 

By  the  Court,  Freedman,  J. — This  action  was  brought 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the  sum  of  $40,000,  loaned  by 
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them  to  William  E.  Gray  &  Co.,  and  deposited  by  the  latter 
with  defendant,  on  the  groand  that  the  loan  was  made  on 
the  security  of  certain  collaterals,  which  proved  to  be  forged. 
On  the  trial  the  following  facts  were  established. 

William  E.  Gray  &  Co.  kept  an  account  with  defendant, 
and,  on  the  morning  of  December  10th,  1869,  they  com- 
menced the  business  of  the  day  by  borrowing  $80,000  from 
said  bank.  The  loan  was  made  in  the  ordinary  manner  of 
doing  business  with  brokers,  on  call,  upon  collaterals  and  on 
condition  that  it  should  be  repaid  during  the  day.  The  col- 
laterals consisted  of  three  New  York  state  bounty  bonds  of 
$10,000  each.  During  the  day  Gray  &  Co.  made  deposits 
and  drew  checks.  Between  twelve  and  two  o'clock  they  paid 
by  their  check  upon  said  bank  $10,000  on  account  of  the 
loan  and  took  up  one  of  the  bonds. 

At  about  2.10  p.  m.,  on  the  same  day,  plaintiffs'  firm  loaned 
Gray  &  Co.  $30,000,  and,  about  ten  minutes  thereafter, 
$10,000,  upon  the  pledge  of  securities  purporting  to  consist 
of  New  York  state  bounty  bonds,  United  States  5-20  bonds, 
registered,  and  United  States  5-20  coupons.  Each  of  these 
loans  was  made  in  the  form  of  a  check,  drawn  by  plaintiffs 
upon  the  National  Bank  of  the  State  of  New  York,  and  cer- 
tified by  the  latter  to  be  good.  The  checks  thus  certified 
were  separately  deposited  by  Gray  &  Co.  with  the  defend- 
ant in  the  usual  way,  and  collected  by  said  defendant. 

At  or  shortly  after  three  o'clock  on  the  same  day  Gray  & 
Co.,  by  their  check  of  $20,000  upon  defendant's  bank,  repaid 
the  balance  of  the  loan  obtained  from  said  bank,  and 
demanded  the  remaining  two  of  their  bonds.  These  were 
at  this  time  in  the  hands  of  the  cashier,  who  had  gone  out  to 
make  inquiries  concerning  them.  The  inquiry  resulted  in 
the  discovery  that  th«  two  bonds  had  originally  been  issued 
for  $1,000  each,  and  had  been  altered  to  represent  a  value  of 
$10,000  each.  Upon  such  discovery  Gray  &  Co.  assented 
that  the  said  bonds  should  be  turned  over  for  their  account 
to  ike  Manhattan  Company,  which  acted  as  the  tranfer 
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agents  of  the  state;  and  the  bonds  were  turned  over  by 
defendant  accordingly. 

William  E.  Gray,  who  had  made  the  transaction  with  the 
plain  tifEs,  absconded  on  the  11th  day  of  December,  1869. 
About  a  month  thereafter  plaintifis  ascertained  that  most  of 
the  securities,  upon  which  they  had  made  the  two  loans 
above  referred  to,  were  forgeries ;  and  upon  such  discovery 
they  immediately  tendered-  to  the  defendant  the  said  securi- 
ties, and  demanded  payment  of  the  $40,000  collected  by 
defendant  on  plaintifi^'  checks,  which  demand  was  refused. 

There  was  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  taken  plain- 
tiffs' moneys  in  bad  faith,  or  with  any  notice  of  the  fraud 
perpetrated  by  Gray  &  Co.  upon  the  plaintiffs;  and  the 
proof  was  wholly  insufScient  to  sustain  the  theory  that  the 
defendant  delivered  to  Gray  &  Co.  the  same  forged  bonds 
that  were  received  by  plaintiffs  as  collaterals,  with  a  view  or 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  Gray  &  Co.  to  raise  money  from 
the  plaintiffs  on  them  to  make  good  a  deficiency  in  their 
account  with  the  defendant.  ^On  the  contrary,  it  appeared 
that  plaintiffs'  checks  were  received  on  deposit  by  defendant 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  and  that  their  respective 
amounts  were  credited  to  Gray  &  Co.  in  the  usual  way. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  the  first  bond  that  was  taken  up 
and  surrendered  between  twelve  and  two  o'clock  was  not  a 
perfectly  valid  instrument ;  nor  was  it  shown  that  it  ever 
went  to  the  plaintiffs.  It  was  shown  that  the  other  two 
bonds  never  went  to  plaintiffs  at  all. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  action 
can  be  maintained.  Although  the  Amdamental  principle  of 
our  law  of  personal  property  is  that  no  man  can  be  divested 
of  his  property  without  his  own  consent,  and  that,  conse- 
quently, even  a  bona  fide  purchaser  from  a  person  in  the 
possession  of  property,  who  has  no  title  to  it,  and  no  omthority 
wJuUever  from  the  owner  to  sell  or  dispose  of  it,  cannot 
acquire  any  title  against  the  true  owner  {Williams  agt. 
M&rUy  11  Wend.,  80;  Ely  agt.  Ehle,  8  Comst,  509;  Everett 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  495 

Justh  agt.  National  Bank  of  the  Commonwealth. 

agt.  SaUus,  15  Wend,,  474 ;  S.  C.  on  error,  20  Wend.,  69 ; 
WUson  agt.  Nason,  4  Bosw.,  155  ;  Orcmd  Trunk  EaUwa/y 
Co.  agt.  JEdwards,  56  Barb.,  408 ;  Decker  agt.  Mathews,  12 
jr.  y.,  313 ;  Boyce  agt.  Brochway,  31  id.,  490).  There  are 
numerons  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  which  are  founded 
on  the  obvionB  policy  of  human  affairs.  Thus,  the  law  will, 
in  many  cases,  imply  an  authority  from  the  owner  to  sell ; 
and,  where  the  owner  has  conferred  an  apparent  right  of 
property  upon  the  vendor,  or  an  apparent  right  of  disposal, 
where  he  has  furnished  the  vendor  with  the  external  indicia 
of  such  right,  and  the  vendor  has  sold  the  goods  and  delivered 
the  possession  thereof,  the  law  will  protect  a  purchaser  who 
has  acquired  the  property  for  a  fair  and  valuable  considera- 
tion, in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  and  without  any  notice  of 
any  conflicting  claim,  or  of  suspicious  circumstances  calculated 
to  awaken  inquiry  or  to  put  him  on  his  guard,  although  the 
goods  were  in  fact  obtained  by  the  vendor  from  the  true 
owner  fraudulently.  The  same  exception  applies  with  still 
greater  force  to  a  case  of  negotiable  paper.  In  the  present 
case  plaintiffs  made  their  checks  payable  to  the  order  of  Gray 
)fe  Co.,  and  delivered  them  without  restriction  as  to  their  use. 
They  intended  to  part  and  did  part  not  only  with  the  pos- 
session of  them,  but  also  with  their  right  of  property  in  the 
money  which  the  checks  represented.  Gray  &  Co.,  there- 
fore, were  not  limited  as  to  the  manner  of  the  use  of  the 
checks,  and  a  subsequent  "bona  fide  holder  for  a  valuable 
consideration  could  acquire  a  good  title  to  them. 

As  has  been  pointed  out  in  PhUhrick  agt.  HaUett  (43  How., 
419 ;  8.  C,  12  Abb.  N.  S. ,  419),  the  doctrine,  as  to  what 
constitutes  a  person  a  bona  fide  holder  of  negotiable  paper 
for  value,  varies  with  the  &ct8  peculiar  to  different  classes  of 
cases.  In  the  case  of  commercial  paper  obtained  by  fraud, 
or  fraudulently  put  in  circulation,  the  rule,  undoubtedly,  is 
as  claimed  by  plaintiffs,  that  the  mere  receipt  of  such  paper 
as  payment  or  security  for  a  precedent  debt,  no  new  credit 
or  other  thing  of  legal  value  being  given  on  the  fidth  thereof, 
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and  no  security  being  relinquished  or  discharged,  nor  any 
new  responsibility  incurred  on  the  credit  thereof,  is  not  part- 
ing with  value,  such  as  to  enable  the  holder  to  enforce  sach 
paper  against  an  accommodation  party,  or  to  hold  it  against 
the  true  owner,  or  to  hold  it  free  of  equities  existing  upon 
it  against  the  transferrer  at  the  time  of  the  transfer.  But 
this  rule  is  not  broad  enough,  for  several  reasons,  to  enable 
plaintiffs  to  recover  back  their  money.  The  defendant  is  no 
longer  the  holder  of  the  checks.  It  received  them  as  so 
much  money,  and  immediately  charged  itself  with  the  amount 
thereof,  and  credited  Gray  &  Co.'s  account  accordingly.  The 
relation  of  banker  and  depositor  being  that  of  debtor  and 
creditor  {j^tna  National  Bamk  agt.  Fourth  National  Bank^ 
46  N,  T.y  82;  Oddie  agt.  National  City  Bank  of  New 
York,  45  id,y  735 ;  Bank  of  the  RepvhUc  agt.  MiUard,  10 
Wallace,  152),  the  defendant,  on  receipt  of  the  certified 
checks,  became  the  debtor  of  Gray  &  Co.  for  so  much  money, 
and  the  title  to  the  deposit  passed  to  the  defendant.  Gray 
&  Co.  made  other  deposits ;  and  it  was  from  the  general 
balance,  standing  to  the  credit  of  Gray  &  Co.,  that  defendant 
afterwards  paid  a  check  drawn  by  Gray  &  Co.  to  the  order 
of  Brown  &  Loveridge  for  $24,362.50,  and  the  checks  taken 
by  the  defendant  in  payment  of  the  loan  made  to  Gray  &  Co. 
in  the  morning.  By  these  various  transactions,  and  the  sur- 
render of  Gray  &  Co.'s  securities,  the  relations  of  all  the 
parties  were  so  changed  that  the  defendant  must  be  deemed 
to  have  acquired  the  usual  right  of  a  hona  fide  holder  for 
value  {Market  BamJc  agt.  Hartshome,  3  Keyea,  137). 

But  even  if  the  question  were  with  the  defendant  as  actual 
holder  of  the  checks,  neither  the  National  Bank  of  the  State 
of  New  York,  on  which  they  were  drawn,  and  which  had 
certified  them,  nor  the  plaintiffs  could  resist  their  payment 
or  collection ;  for  the  defendant  not  only  discharged  upon  its 
books  the  indebtedness  of  Gray  &  Co.,  but  it  also  surrendered 
the  bonds  pledged  as  collateral  security.  The  validity  of  one 
of  these  bonds  has  not  been  disproved ;  and  the  other  two, 
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as  the  evidence  shows,  were  still  good  for  $1,000  each.  This 
would  constitute  the  defendant  a  hona  fide  holder  for  a 
valuable  consideration  within  the  rule  above  cited  {BcmJc  of 
Salina  agt.  Babcock^  21  Wend.j  497 ;  B<mk  of  Samdusky  agt. 
SewiUcj  24  w?.,  115 ;  Mohawk  Bcmk  agt.  Corey ^  1  jEKM,  53 ; 
White  agt.  Springfield  Bcmk,  3  Somdf,  222 ;  N.  Y.  Mar- 
bled Iron  Works  agt.  Smith,  4  Dtier,  362 ;  Fbtmffa  agt.  Zee, 
12  iT.  Y.y  551 ;  Boyd  agt.  Cumrmngs,  17  id.,  101 ;  Brown 
agt.  Leavitt,  31  id.,  113 ;  Chrysler  agt.  Renois,  43  irf.,  209). 

The  rights  of  the  parties  having  become  fixed  on  the  10th 
day  of  December,  1869,  the  testimony  offered  by  plaintiff  as 
to  the  verbal  statements  made  by  certain  officers  of  the 
defendant  in  January,  1870,  was  rightfully  excluded  on  the 
ground  of  its  immateriality  {Baptist  Chwrch  agt.  Brooklyn 
Fire  Ins.  Co,,  28  N.  T.,  153). 

The  complaint  was  properly  dismissed,  and  the  judgment 
appealed  from  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

CuBTis  and  Van  Vobst,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Vol.  XLV  63 


498        NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REP0RT8. 


Home  Insurance  Company  agt  Jones. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 

The  Home  Inbubanoe  Oompant  agt.  Walter  Jokes  and 

others. 

Where  a  purchaser  at  a  mortgage  foreclosure  sale  bids  off  the  property 
and  pays  down  ten  per  cent  of  the  purchase-money,  but  neglects  further 
to  complete  his  purchase,  and  the  referee,  under  the  terms  of  sale,  with- 
out another  application  to  the  court,  advertises  the  premises  for  resale 
on  the  purchaser's  account,  which  are  sold  and  struck  off  to  the  same 
purchaser  at  a  less  amount  than  on  the  first  purchase,  who  pays  ten  per 
cent  on  the  last  purchase,  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  have  the  purchase 
completed  on  payment  of  the  amount  bid  on  the  second  saie,  and  in 
doing  so  is  entitled  to  credit  for  all  moneys  he  has  paid. 

^ew  York  Special  Term,  1873. 

In  this  action  a  judgment  of  foreclosure  and  sale  having 
been  entered,  the  premises  were  sold  June  9th,  1873,  under 
the  direction  of  the  referee,  named  in  said  judgment,  to  one 
A.  C.  Milne  for  the  sum  of  $49,000.  At  the  time  of  sale  the 
purchaser  paid  ten  per  cent  of  the  purchase-money  and  signed 
the  terms  of  sale,  which  prescribed  that  the  purchase  should 
be  completed  June  28th,  1873. 

The  terms  of  sale  were  in  the  usual  printed  form,  the 
third  and  sixth  clauses  being  as  follows : 

3d.  The  jeferee  is  not  required  to  send  any  notice  to  the 
purchaser ;  and  if  he  neglects  to  call  at  the  time  and  place 
above  specified,  to  receive  his  deed,  he  will  be  charged  with 
interest  thereafter  on  the  whole  amount  of  his  purchase, 
unless  the  referee  shall  deem  it  proper  to  extend  the  time  for 
the  completion  of  said  purchase. 

6th.  The  biddings  will  be  kept  open  after  the  property  is 
struck  down ;  and,  in  case  any  purchaser  shall  fail  to  comply 
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with  any  of  the  above  conditions  of  sale,  the  premises  so 
struck  down  to  him  will  be  agatn  put  up  for  sale  under  the 
direction  of  said  referee,  under  the  same  terms  of  sale,  with- 
out application  to  the  court,  unless  the  plaintiff  ^8  attorney 
shall  elect  to  make  such  application ;  and  such  purchaser  will 
be  held  liable  for  any  deficiency  there  may  be  between  the 
sum  for  which  said  premises  shall  be  struck  down  upon  the 
sale,  and  that  for  which  they  may  be  purchased  on  the  resale, 
and  also  for  any  costs  or  expenses  occurring  on  such  resale. 

On  the  28th  of  June  the  purchaser  failed  to  complete,  and, 
the  plaintiff's  attorney  not  electing  to  apply  to  the  court,  the 
premises  were  readvertised  by  the  referee  and  resold  August 
1,  1873 ;  announcement  being  made  of  the  former  failure  to 
complete,  and  that  the  second  sale  was  made  on  the  former 
purchaser's  account,  under  the  terms  of  sale  subscribed  by 
him. 

The  premises  were  sold  for  $44,000  to  A.  C.  Milne,  the 
purchaser  on  the  former  sale,*  who  thereupon  paid  to  the 
referee  $4,400,  being  ten  per  cent  of  the  purchase-money. 

At  the  time  appointed  for  the.  completion  of  the  second 
purchase  a  controversy  arose  as  to  the  amount  of  money  then 
to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser ;  three  suggestions  being  made, 
first,  that  he  was  bound  to  pay  $49,000,  with  interest  thereon 
from  June  28th  (the  time  when  the  first  purchase  should 
have  been  completed),  less  $9,300,  the  amount  paid  by  him 
to  the  referee ;  second,  that  ho  should  pay  only  $44,000,  less 
$9,300 ;  third,  that  he  should  pay  $44,000,  less  $4,400,  and 
that  the  $4,900,  previously  paid  by  him,  should,  be  applied 
by  the  court  to  meet  the  expenses  of  the  resale  and  the  defi- 
ciency thereon. 

Application  was  thereupon  made  by  the  referee  to  the 
court  for  instmctions. 

W.  GLEA80N,/br  the  purchaser^  claimed  that  this  cafee  was 
governed  by  Miller  agt.  Colyer  (36  Barb,^  250);  that  no 
action  could  be  maintained  against  the  purchasef  upon  the 


500        NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REP0RT8. 

Home  Insurance  Company  agt.  Jones. 

terms  of  sale ;  that,  in  spite  of  the  provisions  of  the  terms  of 
sale,  he  could  not  be  held  liable  at  all  without  an  order  fh)m 
the  court;  and  that,  in  default  of  such  order,  he  was  entitled 
to  be  credited  with  the  $9,300  advanced  by  him,  and  to  be 
compelled  to  pay  but  $44,000,  less  the  amount  so  advanced, 

Geo.  Putnam  Smtth,  the  referee  in  person^  argued  that 
Miller  agt.  Colyer  was  not  decisive  of  this  case,  this  not  being 
an  attempt  to  compel  a  purchaser  to  complete  his  purchase,  nor 
an  action  based  upon  the  contract  supposed  to  be  contained 
in  the  terms  of  sale  (as  in  Miller  agt.  Colyer) ;  nor  were  the 
terms  of  sale  similar  to  those  used  by  the  sheriff  in  that  case. 

That  the  present  was  an  attempt  by  a  purchaser,  who  had 
made  default  and  had  thereby  caused  expense  and  loss,  to 
recover  hack  the  ten  per  cent  paid  by  him  as  a  pledge  that 
he  would  complete  his  purchase;  that  Miller  agt.  Colyer 
decided  that,  by  signing  the  terms  of  sale,  a  purchaser  placed 
timself  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  could  be 
dealt  with  on  equitable  principles ;  and  that  to  permit  him 
to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong,  and  obtain  the  property* 
at  a  lower  price  than  he  had  first  agreed  to  pay,  would-  be 
inequitable,  and  open  a  wide  door  for  fraud. 

Fanoheb,  t/^— Forasmuch  as  none  of  the  parties  to  the 
action  elected  to  proceed  against  the  purchaser  for  not  com- 
pleting his  first  purchase,  and  the  referee,  without  any  fur- 
ther order  from  the  court,  made  a  resale,  I  think  the  pur- 
chaser is  only  bound  to  complete  the  second  purchase,  and, 
in  doing  so,  is  entitled  to  credit  for  all  moneys  he  has  paid. 
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N.  T.  SUPEEIOR  COURT. 

Charles  E.  Townsend  and  Theodore  E.  Townbbnd,  plain- 
tiffs and  respondents,  agt.  The  Merchants'  Insurance 
Company  of  Providence,  R.  I.,  defendant  and  appellant. 

In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  to  recover  for  a  loss  of  goods  by  fire, 
composed  principally  of  teas,  it  is  incompetent  to  admit  evidence  pro- 
posed by  the  defendant  to  show  not  a  general  custom,  but  as  to  the 
business  habits  of  a  limited  number  of  tea  merchants  in  keeping  or 
carrying  a  certain  amount  of  teas,  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  plain- 
tiffs testimony  as  to  the  amount  of  tea  claimed  to  have  been  on  hand  at 
the  time  of  the  loss. 

It  is  proper  on  such  trial  to  admit  in  evidence,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
offers  of  compromise  made  by  the  defendant  in  settlement  of  the  loss,  as 
bearing  upon  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  proofs  of  loss,  such 
sufficiency  being  a  controverted  question  in  the  case. 

General  Term^  May^  1873. 

Before  Barbour,  C,  e/.,  Freedman  and  Sedgwick,  JJ, 

Appeal  from  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 

Samuel  Jones, /br  o/ppeUant. 
OsBORN  E.  Bright,  yi?r  respondents. 

By  the  Court,  Freedman,  J. — This  is  an  action  upon  a 
policy  of  insurance,  and  the  appeal  is  from  the  judgment 
only.  The  case  appears  to  have  been  ably,  fully  and  fairly 
tried,  and  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  under  an 
elaborate  charge,  to  which  no  valid  exception  will  lie.  There 
seem  to  be  but  two  exceptions  which  deserve  to  be  specially 
noticed. 

The  first  relates  to  the  exclusion  of  certain   testimony 
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offered  by  defendant  with  a  view  of  showing  the  line  of  teas 
which  other  retail  grocers  than  the  plaintiffs  carry  in  Jersey 
City,  and  in  certain  parts  of  the  city  of  New  York,  according 
to  their  stock  and  the  size  of  their  stores.  The  object  was  to 
thereby  discredit  the  .testimony  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs  as  to 
the  amount  of  tea  claimed  to  have  been  on  hand  at  the  time 
of  the  fire.  The  proposed  inquiry,  therefore,  was  not  as  to 
the  existence  of  a  general,  uniform  and  unvarying  custom, 
with  which  to  charge  the  plaintiffs,  assuVning  that  such  could 
be  done,  but  as  to  the  business  habits  of  a  limited  number  ol 
third  parties  engaged  in  a  somewhat  similar  business.  Such 
evidence  is  incompetent.  Phoenix  Fire  Ins.  Go,  agt.  Philips 
(13  Wend.^  81)  is  an  express  authority  upon  this  point. 

The  other  exception  relates  to  the  reception  in  evidence  of 
an  offer  of  compromise  by  defendant.  No  question  was 
raised  as  to  any  want  of  authority  in  the  agent  who  made  it ; 
but  defendant  objected  solely  upon  the  ground  that  it  is 
incompetent  to  prove  offers  of  settlement.  The  testimony 
was  admitted  as  bearing  upon  the  question  of  the  sufficiency 
of  the  proofs  of  loss ;  and  such  sufficiency  was  a  controverted 
question  in  the  case.  The  policy  provided  that,  until  such 
proofs  be  furnished,  the  loss  should  not  become  due  and  pay- 
able. Upon  this  point  the  evidence  was  admissible.  Nor 
did  it  appear  that  the  offer  was  made  without  prejudice,  or 
upon  the  faith  of  the  success  of  a  pending  negotiation.  It  is 
only  confidential  overtures  of  pacification,  and  offers  or  pro- 
positions expressly  stated  to  be  made  without  predudice,  that 
are  excluded  on  grounds  of  public  policy  (1  OreenZ,  on  Ev.^ 
%  192). 

No  error  was,  therefore,  committed  in  admitting  said  evi- 
dence for  the  purpose  referred  to,  and  no  harm  can  have 
accrued  from  its  reception  to  the  defendant,  for  the  reason 
that,  upon  the  other  branch  of  the  case,  the  jury  were 
expressly  instracted  to  render  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
absolutely,  in  case  they  found  that  plaintiffs  had  been  guilty 
of  any  fraud.     Upon  this  latter  point  the  charge  was  emphatic ; 
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and  if  it  was  not  explicit  enough  to  suit  the  views  of  defend- 
ant's counsel  the  court  might  and  should  have  been  requested 
to  specifically  cover  the  point  alleged  to  have  been  left  in 
doubt  But  no  such  request  was  made  as  regards  the  said 
offer. 

The  judgment  should  be  aflSrmed,  with  costs. 

Babboub,  C.  J.,  and  Sedgwick,  J.,  concurred. 


604  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTB. 


Pobalaski  agt.  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co. 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Ebthee  D.  Pohalaski,  plaintiff  and  respondent,  agt.  The 
Mutual  Life  Insubance  Company  of  New  Yobk,  defend- 
ant and  appellant. 

The  terms  of  a  life  policy  of  insurance  issued  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  life  of  her  husband,  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski,  contained  a  con- 
dition that  if  the  said  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski  should  pass  beyond  certain 
limits  specifically  described  therein  without  the  consent  of  the  company 
given  in  writing  the  policy  should  be  void. 

Subsequently  permission,  in  writing,  was  given  to  Mr.  Pohalaski  to  proceed 
to  Cuba,  a  place  within  the  prohibition  of  the  policy,  by  a  permit,  as  fol- 
lows :  "  Permission  is  hereby  given  to  J.  M.  Pohalaski  *  *  *  to  proceed 
to  Cuba  and  return  before  April  1, 1871.  He  to  take  his  own  risk  of  death 
from  epidemics."  Mr.  Pohalaski  proceeded  to  Cuba  and  died  in  the  city 
of  Havana,  of  yellow  fever,  in  the  month  of  February,  1871. 

The  referee  found  fixjm  the  testimony  that  although  there  occasionally 
occur  in  Havana,  in  the  winter  months,  from  time  to  time,  a  few  sporadic 
cases  of  yellow  fever,  yet  it  rarely  prevails  or  exists  in  Havana  in  the  win- 
ter months  as  an  epidemic,  or  in  the  form  or  condition,  or  to  the  extent 
oi  an  epidemic,  and  did  not  so  prevail  at  any  time  in  the  month  of 
December,  1870,  or  in  the  months  of  January  or  February,  1871,  when 
the  said  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski  took  the  disease  and  died. 

The  referee  found  from  the  facts,  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  that  the  death  of 
said  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski  occurred  under  circumstances  bringing  it 
within  the  risk  assumed  by  the  defendant  in  issuing  the  said  policy. 

Held,  that  the  court  on  the  trial  properly  excluded  evidence  offered  by  the 
defendant  of  conversations  between  Mr.  Pohalaski  and  the  president  of 
the  defendant,  alleged  to  be  had  at  the  time  the  permit  was  given,  show- 
ing that  the  word  "  epidemic  "  was  used  in  the  permit  as'including  yellow 
fever  and  cholera  as  diseases,  without  any  reference  to  their  existing  in 
an  epidemic  form  or  to  epidemic  extent  at  any  particular  time. 

Held,  also,  that  evidence  offered  by  the  defendant,  intended  to  be  shown 
by  a  well  known  physician  on  sanitary  subjects,  that  yellow  fever  Is 
properly  classified  in  medical  science  and  known  as  belonging  to  diseases 
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called  epidemics,  was  properly  excluded  on  the  ground  that  the  permit 
being  reduced  to  writing,  it  must  be  taken  to  be  the  repository  and  evi- 
dence of  the  final  intention  and  understanding  of  the  parties. 

General  Term^  June^  1873. 
Before  Feeedman,  Cubtis  and  Van  Voest,  JJ. 
Appeal  from  judgment  entered  npou  the  report  of  a  referee 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Henbt  E.  Davies  &  Julian  T.  DAviE8,ybr  appeUant. 
Joseph  R.  Flanders, ybr  respondent. 

JSy  the  Court,  Fbeedman,  J. — This  action  is  brought  upon 
a  life  policy,  and  the  questions  presented  by  the  appeal  may 
be  said  to  relate  almost  exclusively  to  the  interpretation  of  the 
permit  issued  under  the  policy  and  the  admissibility  of  parol 
evidence  to  vary  its  language. 

The  policy  was  issued  to  the  plaintiff  directly,  and  by  its  terms, 
in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars  and  sixty  cents,  duly 
paid  by  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the  semi-annual  payment  of  a  like 
amount  to  be  made  by  her  during  the  continuance  of  the 
policy.  The  company  insured  the  life  of  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski, 
plaintiff's  husban(J,  for  the  sole  use  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the 
amount  of  $5,000,  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life.  It  was 
issued  and  accepted  upon  the  express  condition  enumerated 
therein,  that  if  the  said  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski  should  pass 
beyond  certain  limits  specifically  described  therein  without 
the  consent  of  the  company  given  in  writing,  it  should  be 
null  and  void.  Subsequently  permission  in  writing  was  given 
to  Mr,  Pohalaski  to  proceed  to  Cuba,  a  place  within  the  pro- 
hibition of  the  policy,  by  the  following  permit :  "  Permission 
is  hereby  given  to  J.  M.  Pohalaski  *  *  *  to  proceed  to 
Cuba  and  return  before  April  1,  1871.  He  to  take  his  own 
risk  of  death  from  epidemics." 

Mr.  Pohalaski  proceeded  to  Cuba  and  died  in  the  city  of 
Havana  in  the  month  of  February,  1871.  As  to  the  cause  of 
his  death,  the  referee,  upon  sufficient  testimony,  found  as  fol- 
VouXLV  64 
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lows :  That  the  diseafie  of  which  the  said  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski 
so  died  was  yellow  fever ;  that  though  yellow  fever  in  Havana 
and  the  island  of  Cuba  is  an  endemic  or  an  endemical  or 
indigenous  disease,  and  though  there  occasionally  occur  in 
Havana,  in  the  winter  months,  from  time  to  time,  a  few 
sporadic  cases  of  that  disease,  yet  it  rarely  prevails  or  exists 
in  Havana  in  the  winter  months  as  an  epidemic  or  in  the 
fonn  or  condition  or  to  the  extent  of  an  epidemic,  and  did  not 
prevail  or  exist  in  Havana  in  the  form  or  condition  or  to  the 
extent  of  an  epidemic,  or  as  an  epidemic,  at  any  time  in  the 
month  of  December,  1870,  or  in  the  month  of  January  or  in  • 
the  month  of  February,  1871,  and  was  not  an  epidemic  in 
Havana,  and  did  not  prevail  or  exist  in  Havana  in  the  form 
or  condition  or  to  the  extent  of  an  epidemic  when  the  said 
Jacob  M.  Pohalaski  took  the  said  disease  in  Havana,  as  afore- 
said, or  when  he  died  in  Havana  of  that  disease,  as  aforesaid ; 
that  the  said  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski  did  not  die  of  an  epidemic 
or  of  a  disease  prevailing  or  existing  at  Havana  epidemically, 
or  in  the  form  or  condition  or  to  the  extent  of  an  epidemic, 
either  when  he  was  seized  ^with  the  disease  with  which  he 
died  or  when  he  died. 

Upon  these  facts  the  referee  found,  as  a  conclusion  of  law, 
that  the  death  of  said  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski  occurred  under  cir- 
cumstances bringing  it  within  the  risk  assumed  by  the  defend- 
ant in  issuing  the  said  policy. 

The  defendant,  upon  the  trial,  claimed  the  right  to  show 
that  when  Mr.  Pohalaski  applied  for  the  permit  to  visit  the 
island  of  Cuba  the  issuance  of  it  was  objected  to  by  the  presi- 
dent of  the  defendant  on  the  ground  of  the  risk  the  defendant 
would  run  by  reason  of  the  prevalence  of  yellow  fever  in  the 
island  of  Cuba  at  all  seasons  of  the  year,  and  that  the  permit 
was  finally  issued  to  the  said  Pohalaski  upon  the  express  con- 
dition and  agreement  that  he  would  take  his  own  risk  of 
death  from  yellow  fever ;  that  the  parties  in  their  conversa- 
tion with  respect  to  the  permit  used  the  word  "  epidemics  " 
as  including  yellow  fever  and  cholera  as  diseases  without  any 
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reference  to  their  existing  in  an  epidemic  form,  or  to  epidemic 
extent  at  any  particular  time,  and  that  the  Word  was  so  used 
in  the  permit.  The  evidence,  however,  of  the  conversations 
between  Mr.  Pohalaski  and  Mr.  Winston,  showing  their  use 
and  their  intent  in  the  use  of  the  word  "  epidemics,"  was 
excluded,  and  to  its  exclusion  the  defendant  duly  excepted. 

The  defendant  also  oflFered  to  show  by  Dr.  Elisha  Harris,  a 
well  known  physician  and  authority  on  sanitary  subjects,  that 
yellow  fever  is  properly  classified  in  medical  science  and  known 
as  belonging  to  diseases  called  epidemics ;  that  yellow  fever, 
whenever  it  exists  in  the  city  of  New  York,  where  the  permit 
was  given,  is  always  an  'epidemic,  and  that  yellow  fever  exists 
at  all  times  in  Havana,  and  is  the  peculiarly  fatal  disease  of 
that  climate,  and  is  especially  dangerous  to  strangers  and  to 
persons  from  the  northern  states  visiting  Havana. 

All  these  offers  were  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
evidence  was  excluded  and  defendant  excepted. 

I  entertain  no  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  this  ruling. 
The  permit  was  in  writing,  as  required  by  the  policy ;  and  it 
was  issued  in  modification  of  the"  policy,  or  as  a  waiver  of  one 
of  its  conditions,  as  contemplated  by  the  policy.  Being 
reduced  to  writing,  it  must  be  taken  to  be  the  repository  and 
evidence  of  the  final  intention  and  understanding  of  the  par- 
ties. The  rule  is  elementary  that  when  parties  have  deliber- 
ately put  their  engagements  into  writing,  in  such  terms  as 
import  a  legal  obligation,  without  any  uncertainty  as  to  the 
object  or  extent  of  such  engagement,  it  is  conclusively  pre- 
sumed that  the  whole  engagement  of  the  parties,  and  the 
extent  and  mariner  of  their  undertaking,  was  reduced  to 
writing ;  and  all  oral  testimony  of  a.  previous  colloquium 
between  the  parties,  or  of  conversations  or  declarations  at  the 
time  when  it  was  completed  or  afterwards,  is  rejected  {OreenL 
on  Ev.j  §  275 ;  Norton  agt.  Coons^  2  Seld.y  33 ;  Ba/rry  agt. 
Ramson^  2  Kem,^  462). 

So  firmly  established  is  this  rule,  that  it  has  frequently 
been  applied  and  enforced  without  the  citation  of  authorities 
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in  support  of  it  {Thorp  agt.  Roaa^  4  Keyes^  546 ;  O^Bei/nie 
a^t.  Lloyd^  1  Sweeny ^  19 ;  Milton  agt.  Hudson  Ri/oer  Stearr^ 
hoot  Co.y  4t.Lansingy  76;  Ddamater  agt.  Bush^  63  Barb.y 
168). 

As  the  books  abound  in  cases  of  the  application  of  this 
rule,  a  few  appropriate  examples  will  be  amply  sufficient 
here. 

Lamatt  agt.  The  Hudson  River  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (referred  to 
in  a  note  to  17  N'.  JT.,  199)  was  an  action  upon  a  fire  policy 
which  prohibited  the  use  of  camphene  on  the  premises 
insured,  except  upon  permission  in  writing,  to  be  indorsed 
upon  the  policy  with  a  charge  for  an  eittra  premium  therefor. 
The  amount  of  premium  indorded  upon  the  policy  exceeded 
the  regular  premium  upon  such  risks  as  appeared  to  be 
covered  by  the  policy,  by  sufficient  to  cover  the  price  for  the 
use  of  camphene.  It  was  held,  nevertheless,  that,  as  the 
indorsement  did  not  state  that  the  amount  of  premium  noted 
was  for  the  privilege  of  using  camphene,  and  as  it  did  not 
appear  in  some  other  manner  in  writing  that  such  privilege 
had  been  secured  to  him,  the  assured  was  not  protected,  and 
parol  evidence  could  not  be  received  to  vary  the  terms  of  the 
policy  or  to  show  a  waiver  of  the  prohibition  at  the  ,time  of 
the  execution  of  the  instrument. 

Howell  agt.  The  Knickerbocker  Life  Ins.  Co.  (19  Ahb.^ 
217)  was  an  action  brought  by  the  widow  of  George  H. 
Howell  to  recover  on  a  policy  effected  by  her  upon  the  life 
of  her  deceased  husband  for  one  year,  with  the  privilege  of 
annual  renewal  for  life,  if  on  the  15th  day  of  July  in  each 
year  the  premium  was  paid.  On  July  15,  1864,  the  annual 
premium  was  not  paid.  On  the  same  day  Mr.  Howell  was 
seized  with  apoplexy,  and  on  the  following  day  he  died. 
Some  days  thereafter  the  premium  was  tendered  to  the  com- 
pany and  refused  by  the  latter.  The  court  held  that  the 
stipulated  payment  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  coutinu- 
ance  of  the  policy,  and  that  parol  evidence  of  a  usage  oi 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  company,  at  the  time  the  iiisur- 
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ance  was  effected,  to  receive  payment  of  premiums  after  the 
day  named  could  not  be  received. 

In  the  case  of  The  Mayor ^  cfec,  of  the  City  of  New  York 
agt.  The  BrooJd/yn  Fire  Ins.  Co.  (41  Barb.j  231)  it  was  deter- 
mined that  the  evidence  offered  by  the  defendant  of  the  ver- 
bal statements  of  the  agent  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  effected  the  • 
insurance,  in  respect  to  the  future  use  and  occupation  of  the 
building,  was  properly  excluded,  because  such  evidence 
would  tend  to  vary  the  operation  and  effect  of  the  language 
contained  in  the  policy,  and  because  a  warranty  as  to  such 
future  use  and  occupation  must  be  contained  in  the  policy, 
or  be  reduced  to  writing  in  proper  form,  before  it  can  be 
admitted  to  affect  its  construction  or  obligation. 

In  Thompson  agt.  HM  (45  JBarh.y  214).  the  defendant 
Hall  had  signed  the  note  in  suit  as  surety  for  the  defendant 
Thompson,  with  the  knowledge  and  at  the  request  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  the  mother  of  the  principal  debtor.  On 
the  trial  Hall  offered  to  prove  that  he  signed  only  on  condi- 
tionj  which  was  assented  to  by  the  plaintiff,  that  upon  the 
maturity  of  the  note  plaintiff  would  collect  it  promptly,  and 
that  plaintiff  had  failed  so  to  do.  The  evidence  was  excluded 
and  the  general  term  affirmed  the  ruling. 

Now,  it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the  permit  in  question 
was  issued  without  a  new  consideration.  The  company  was 
not  bound  to  give  it.  But,  having  given  it,  it  is  bound  by 
it,  because  it  springs  out  and  is  based  upon  the  consideration 
and  t^rms  of  the  policy  as  contemplated  by  the  policy.  Con- 
sequently, whether  the  said  permit  be  regarded  as  a  modifi- 
cation of  the  original  contract  of  insurance  or  as  a  waiver  of 
certain  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy,  the  rule  which  holds 
parol,  cotemporaneous  evidence  inadmissible  to  change  its 
legal  effect  is  equally  applicable.  This  has  been  substan-  ' 
tially  determined  in  BucJdey  -agt.  BenHy  (48  Ba/rb.^  283). 
In  that  case  the  indorser  of  a  note  had  subsequently  written 
over  his  signature  the  words,  "  Notice  of  protest  waived  by 
me."     On  the  trial  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  the 
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verbal  arrangement  between  the  parties,  which  resnlted  in 
the  entry  of  those  words  on  the  note  by  the  defendant,  was 
that  demand  of  payment  as  well  as  of  notice  was  waived. 
On  appeal  this  was  held  error,  for  which  the  judgment  was 
reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  The  court  held  that, 
although  the  arrangement  then  made  was  not  a  contract, 
because  there  was  no  consideration,  and  had  to  operate,  if  at 
all,  by  way  of  estoppel  in  pais,  still  the  question  was,  what 
was  the  arrangement  ?  And  as  the  parties  undertook  to  put 
it  in  writing,  they  were  to  be  deemed  to  have  given  thereby 
full  expression  to  their  meaning ;  and,  hence,  parol  evidence 
of  their  language,  contradicting,  varying  or  adding  to  that 
which  was  contained  in  the  written  instrument,  was  inad- 
missible. "  That  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  agree- 
ment," says  Parkeb,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  "  cannot  change  the  rule  of  evidence  in  regard  to  what 
shall  be  competent  proof  of  what  the  agreement  was.  It  is 
a  rule  of  evidence  applicable  to  the  mode  of  proving  a  fact ; 
and  whether  that  fact  is  a  contract  or  a  waiver  can  make  no 
difference  with  reference  to  its  applicability." 

It  is  also  true  that  the  rule  referred  to  is  directed  only 
against  the  admission  of  any  other  evidence  of  the  language 
employed  by  the  parties  in  making  the  agreement  than  that 
which  is  furnished  by  the  writing  itself,  and  that  the  writing 
may  be  read  in  the  light  of  surrounding  circumstances.  But 
this  is  permitted  x^nly  for  the  purpose  of  finding  out  the  true 
sense  of  the  written  words,  as  the  parties  used  them.  It  is 
for  this  reason  that,  whenever  the  necessity  arises,  the  rule 
does  not  exclude  the  testimony  of  experts  to  aid  the  court  in 
reading  the  instrument.  Unless,  therefore,  the  terms  of  a 
written  instrument  have  generally,  in  respect  to  the  subject- 
matter,  as,  by  the  known  usage  of  trade,  or  the  like,  acquired 
a  peculiar  sense,  distinct  from  the  popular  sense  of  the  same 
words ;  or  unless  the  context  points  out  that,  in  the  particular 
instance,  and  in  order  to  effectuate  the  immediate  intention 
of  the  parties,  they  should  be  understood  in  a  peculiar  sense, 
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they  are  to  be  understood  in  their  plain,  ordinary  and  popular 
sense  [Chreenl,  on  Ev.^  §  278).  It  is  not  allowable  to  inter- 
pret what  has  no  need  of  interpretation  {BrocmCs  Leg,  Max.) ; 
and  parol  evidence  should  never  be  allowed  to  create  an  ambi- 
guity where  none  exists  {Auhum  City  Bomk  agt.  Leonard^ 
AQ  Barh.^  119).  The  word  "epidemics,"  in  the  permit,  is 
not  shown  to  have  been  used  in  the  peculiarly  medical  sense 
attributed  to  it  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  company ;  nor 
was  it  used  in  a  sense  peculiar  to  the  business  of  life  insur- 
ance. On  the  contrary,  it  is  plainly  to  be  s^en  that  it  was 
used  and  understood  in  its  plain,  ordinary  and  popular  sense 
as  a  familiar  word  in  our  language.  No  evidence  of  any 
kind  from  any  other  -soarce  was  therefore  admissible  to 
change  that  meaning  {Baptist  Church  in  Brooklyn  agt. 
Brooklyn  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  28  N.  JT.,  153;  Neff  %^.  Fried- 
ma/n,  2  ISweeny,  607). 

The  company  evidently  did  not  intend  to  stipulate  solely 
against  diseases  which  usually  assume  an  epidemic  character. 
It  meant  to  stipulate  and  did  stipulate  for  exemption  from 
liability  in  case  of  death  from  aaiy  disease,  however  simple 
and  harmless  under  ordinary  circumstances  at  home,  that 
might  by  any  possibility  prevail  in  Cuba  to  an  extent  which 
could  be  called  epidemic.  The  requirement  of  the  permit 
that  Pohalaski  should  return  from  Cuba  before  the  first  day 
of  April  following  its  date,  at  which  time  the  sickly  season 
usually  commences  there,,  is  not  without  significance  upon 
this  point.  This  interpretation  which,  upon  the  whole,  is 
the  one  most  favorable  to  the  company,  excludes,  however, 
the  idea  that  plaintifl^  assumed  the  risk  of  her  husband's  death 
from  yellow  fever  when  not  prevailing  to  an  epidemic  extent. 

The  evidence  oflFered  by  defendant  to  vary  or  explain  the 
ordinary  and  popular  meaning  of  the  language  of  the  permit 
was,  therefore,  properly  excluded ;  and  when  it  is  finally 
considered  that  the  attempt  to  give  such  evidence  was,  in 
fact,  an  attempt  to  vary  such  meaning  by  the  alleged  assent 
of  one  now  deceased,  who  was  not  shown  to  have  had  any 
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authority  whatever  from  the  plaintiff  to  make  terms  or 
stipulations  for  her,  plaintiff's  ease  becomes  still  stronger  in 
reaaon,  though,  perhaps,  not  in  law. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

CuBTis  and  Van  Vorst,  JJ.,  concurred. 


DIGEST 

OONTADHNO   THS  WOOhE  OF 

45  How.  ANTE^  AND  QUESTIONS  OF  PRACTICE  CONTAINED  IH 

63  s  64  Barbour;  6  Lansing  and  49  JV".  Y.  Reports. 


A. 

ABATEMENT  AND  REVIVAL. 

1.  Under  section  121  of  the  Code  an 
action  doeu  not  abate,  although 
the  sole  plaintiff  or  defendant  die, 
and  there  be  no  verdict  of  judg- 
ment, provided  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion survive  in  favor  of  or  against 
the  representatives  of  the  deceased 
pnrtjr.  This  section,  however,  was 
not  intended  to  change  the  former 
practice,  which  confined  the  right 
of  continuing  the  action  to  the 
complainant  or  his  representatives, 
unless  the  defendant  had  acquired 
some  rights  in  the  litigation ;  where 
a  counter-claim  has  been  inter- 
posed and  issue  ioined  thereon  and 
referred  to  a  referee  for  trial,  the 
defendant  has  acquired  such  an 
interest  in  prosecuting  the  action 
as  entitles  him  or  his  representa- 
tives to  have  it  continued,  and  this 
relief  can  be  obtained  upon  mo- 
tion in  the  action.  {Lvwrmore  agt. 
Bainbridge,  49  N.  J.  i?.,  126.) 


ACCOUNT. 

1.  It  is  well  settled  tiliat  vrhsite  an  ac- 
count or  claim  consists  of  items, 
or  where  there  are  several  debts 
claimed,  some  of  which  are  legal 
charges  and  others  illegal,  a  gene- 
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ral  payment  must  be  imputed  and 
applied  to  the  l^gal,  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  illegal  charges — to 
debts  lawfully  due,  and  not  to  un- 
lawf\il  claims.  (Hujfttater  agt 
Hayes,  64  Barb,,  673.) 


ACTION; 

1.  Where  it  is  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint that  one  of  the  defendants, 
a  railroad  company,  issued  certain 
bonds  for  the  sum  of  $1,000  each, 
with  interest  coupons  attached, 
and  default  having  been  made  in 
not  paying  the  coupons  according 
to  the  condition  of  said  bonds,  by 
reason  of  which  the  bonds  had 
become  due  and  payable;  and  that 
the  phuntiff  owns  a  certain  num- 
ber of  add  bonds  and  coupona 
which  have  long  since  become 
due  and  p^^able,  shows  an  exist- 
ing obligation  to  pay  mone^,  a 
default  in  its  payment  and  a  nght 
of  action  for  its  recovery  ( Bang% 
agt.  BIm6  Bidge  B  B,  Oo,^  ante, 
169.) 

2.  And  where  it  was  alleged  in  the 
complaint  that  P.,  one  of  the 
individual  defendants,  by  his  writ- 
ten agreement,  promised  to  pay 
the  debts  of  the  said  company,  in 
which  plaintiffs*  claim  was  in- 
cluded, such  promise  inured  to 
the  benefit  of  the  creditors.    {Id.} 
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8.  The  promise  of  P.  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  company,  taken  in 
connection  with  the  allegation 
that  he  (with  the  other  defend- 
ants) fraudulently  conspired  to, 
and  did,  misappropriate  the  funds 
that  were  specifically  charged  with 
the  payment  thereof,  raises  such  a 
presumption  of  liability  on  his 
part  as  to  justify  the  court  in  put- 
ting him  to  his  defense,  and  estab- 
lishes the  plaintiff's  claims  to 
equitable  relief.  Joint  demurrer 
to  complaint  overruled.    {M.) 

4.  A  participation  in  the  profits  of  a 
business  by  a  party  as  a  compensa- 
tion for  his  labor  or  services,  with- 
out having  any  other  interest  or 
right  in  it,  or  any  liability  there- 
for, does  not  make  him  a  partner 
in  fact,  but  a  nominal  partner  mere- 
ly. {Beudel  agt.  Hettrtck,  ante^  198.) 

5.  Therefore  an  action  is  properly 
brought,  in  the  name  of  the  prin- 
cipal partner  alone,  for  work,  la- 
bor, materials  and  services  fur- 
nished the  defendant,  although  the 
contract  was  made  by  the  nominal 
partner  with  the  defendant,  and  a 
bill  rendered  him  in  the  name  of 
Irtie  firm.  The  principal  only  was 
the  real  party  in  interest,  and  au- 
thorized under  the  Code  to  bring 
the  action.    {Id.) 

6.  It  is  conclusively  settled  in  this 
state  that  an  action  will  not  lie  to 
restrain  the  collection  of  a  tax  un- 
less the  case  is  brought  within 
some  acknowledged  heawi  of  equity 
jurisdiction.  (PumpeUy  agt  Village 
tff  OuaegOy  ante^  219.) 

7.  There  is  no  allegation  in  this 
complaint  bringing  the  case  within 
any  acknowledged  head  of  equity 
jurisdiction.  The  charge  that  the 
corporation  intend  to  proceed, 
and  will  proceed,  unless  re- 
strained, not  only  to  collect  the 
tax  in  question,  but  from  time  to 
time  to  assess  and  tax  the  plain- 
tiflTs  property  for  similar  purposes, 
amounts  to  nothing  in  that  direc- 
tion.   (Id,) 


8.  The  general  rule  is,  that  for 
wrongs  against  the  public,  whe- 
ther actually  committed,  or  only 
threatened,  no  private  action  can 
be  maintained.  {Ayres  agt.  Law- 
renee^  68  Barb.,  454.) 

9.  As  an  Uijury  affectmg  a  whole 
community,  when  committed,  af- 
fords no  ground  of  action  to  an 
individual,  so  neither  can  an  indi- 
vidual maintain  an  action  to  re- 
strain its  commission  when  only 
threatened.    {Id.) 

10.  The  interests  of  one  or  more  indi- 
viduals, as  residents  and  tax-pay- 
ers, in  and  of  a  municipal  commu- 
nity, whether  city,  county  or  town, 
do  not  authorize  the  maintenance 
of  an  action  to  set  aside,  or  pre- 
vent, illegal  acts  which  may  result 
in  increased  taxation  or  other  bur- 
dens and  inconveniences,  to  which 
all  the  members  of  the  community 
are  alike  subject    (Id.) 

11.  An  act  likely  to  produce  taxation 
is  not  a  matter  of  private  or  indi- 
vidual concern.    (Id,) 

12.  An  action  by  a  town  officer  of  one 
county,  against  a  town  officer  of 
another  county,  where  the  plaintiff 
sues  and  the  defendant  is  sued  in 
his  official  capacity,  cannot  be 
commenced  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  either  county.  (Lapham 
agt  Bice,  68  Barb.,  485.) 

18.  Nor  can  such  an  action  be  tried  in 
the  circuit  coini;  of  either  county, 
though  originally  commenced  m 
the  supreme  court,  if  the  objection 
be  taken  at  the  proper  time  and  in 
the  proper  maimer.    (Id.) 

14.  An  action  to  recover  damages  for 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant  is, 
in  its  nature,  personal  and  transi- 
tory, and  may  be  brought  wherev- 
er the  defendant  can  be  found  and 
served  with  process.  (Barney  agt. 
Bumstenbinder^M  Barb.,  212,) 

15.  Our  statute  relative  to  locality  of 
actions  applies  only  to  causes  of 
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action  arising  within   this  State. 
(Id.) 


AGREEMENT. 

« 

1.  An  agreement  to  securefhypied^ 
or  mortgi^e,  will  be  enforced  m 
equity.  {Thomian  agt.  St.  PatU^ 
iSsCy  MoUway  Co.^  antey  416.) 

2.  All  persons  taking  the  property 
agreed  Vj  be  given  as  such  security 
take  it  impressed  with  the  trust 
(Id.) 

8.  All  such  persons  are  proper  par- 
ties to  an  action  to  enforce  such 
trust,  although  they  may  have  ta- 
ken the  property  in  different  par: 
eels  under  separate  and  distinct 
contracts.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  one  of  the  plaintiffs  was  a 
resident  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
where  one  of  the  agreements  was 
to  have  been  performed, — Held. 
that  this  coiu*t  has  jurisdiction  of 
the  action.    (Id.) 

5.  Where  a  case,  as  settled,  con- 
tains no  exception^  either  to  the 
final  decision  or  to  any  question 
of  law  decided  during  the  trial, 
the  court  cannot,  on  appeal,  re- 
view it.  (Dainese  agt.  AUen^  ante^ 
430.) 

» 

6.  But  exceptions  to  conclusions  of 
law  may  be  reviewed,  although  the 
printed  case  does  not  contain  any 
of  the  evidence.  On  such  an  ap- 
peal the  question  is,  has  the  judge 
or  referee  drawn  a  correct  conclu- 
sion from  established  facts  ?    (Id.) 

7.  Findings  of  fact  need  no  excep- 
tion ;  and  when  a  party  relies  ex- 
clusively  upon  erroneous  decisions 
made  during  the  trial,  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  make  and  serve  formal 
exceptions  to  the  conclusions  of 
law,  or  to  the  final  decision.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  the  case  contains  no  ex- 
ception to  the   dismissal  of  the 


complaint  in  tlie  action,  or  to  the 
referee's  conclusions  of  law,  the 
court,  nevertheless,  have  the  power 
to  review  the  rulings  of  the  referee 
upon  the  questions  of  evidence, 
which  arose  upon  the  triid  and  are 
presented  by  the  exceptions  taken 
at  the  time,  and  to  reverse  the 
judgment  and  grant  a  new  trial  if 
It  is  found  that  the  referee  has 
erred  in  any  of  these  particulars  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff.  (Id.) 

9.  The  rule  in  regard  to  rejected  evi- 
dence on  the  trial  is,  Uiat  the  ap- 
pellate court  will  not  inquire  into 
the  relevancy  of  rejected  evidence, 
unless  such  evidence,  or  its  sub- 
stance, appear  in  the  case,  but  will 
assume  that  the  judge  or  referee 
who  tried  the  cause  properly  re- 
jected it.    (Id.) 

10.  On  appeal  every  reasonable  in- 
tendment, on  questions  of  law  as 
well  as  oi  fact,  is  to  be  made  in 
support  of  the  judgment ;  and  the 
party  who  alleges  error  in  the  de- 
cision of  a  referee,  or  of  a  judge 
without  a  jury,  holds  the  onus  of 
establishing,  either  that  an  erro- 
neous legal  conclusion  has  been 
deduced  from  the  facts  found,  or 
that  some  error  of  law  has  been 
committed  in  the  interlocutory 
proceedings  by  which  such  con- 
clusion was  reached.  Hdd,  that 
in  the  light  of  the  facts  disclosed 
in  this  case  it  was  easy  to  see  that 
the  rejected  correspondence,  as 
evidence,  if  admitted,  would  not 
have  changed  the  result     (Id.) 


AMENDMENT. 

1.  The  power  of  amendment  being 
given  to  referees,  with  large  dis- 
cretion, the  court  will  not  disturb 
a  judgment  for  a  refusal  of  a  re- 
feree to  allow  an  amendment  of  an 
answer,  so  as  to  admit  evidence  of 
a  defense  not  set  up  therein,  after 
a  lapse  of  five  years  since  the  mat- 
ters sought  to  be  introduced  oc- 
curred.   (Brett  agt  TheFtrsi  Urn. 
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wrsalist  Society  of  BrooMyn^   68 
Barb.,  610.) 


ANSWER. 

1.  Where  facts  were  stated,  in  an 
answer,  as  an  avowed  "second 
defense,**  and  at  the  close  of  the 
statement  of  the  defense  the  an- 
swer contained  these  further 
words :  ''  Which  sum  the  defend- 
ant will  recoup  against  an^  de- 
mand of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  ac- 
tion ;**  U  mcLS  held  that  there  was 
no  validity  in  the  objection  that 
the  defendant  could  not  avail  him- 
self of  the  fact  thus  stated,  except 
for  the  purpose  of  extinguishing 
the  plaintiffs*  demand.  That,  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  Code,  the 
facts  bemg  stated  which  would  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  defendant 
to  give  evidence  of  his  defense,  it 
would  be  the  right  as  well  as  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  give  such 

Judgment  as  he  should  establish, 
\y  proof,  he  was  entitled  to. 
{WHder  agt  Boynion,  63  Barb., 
547.) 

3.  The  omission,  by  a  defendant,  to 
plead  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
of  the  plamtiffs*  assignor,  in  pro- 
ceedings supplementary  to  execu- 
tion, prior  to  the  assigment,  by  him 
to  the  plaintiffs,  of  the  demand  in 
suit,  will  uphold  a  decision  of  the 
referee  excluding  evidence  of  the 
supplementary  proceedings  and 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 
(Brett  agL  The  First  Universalisi 
Society  of  Brooklyn,  63  Barb.,  610.) 

8.  Tlie  ownership  of  the  demand  in 
suit  by  the  receiver  should  be  affir- 
matively stated  in  the  answer. 
Evidence  of  that  fact  cannot  be 
introduced  to  sustain  a  denial  that 
the  demand  has  been  assigned  to 
the  plaintiffs,  and  that  they  are  the 
owners  thereof.    (Id.) 

4.  Every  answer  to  ax;omplaint  must 
be  separately  stated  and  number- 
ad,  must  be  complete  of  itself,  and 


must  be  considered  as  a  full  de- 
fense to  the  entire  action,  unless  it 
is,  upon  its  face,  qualified  as  a  par- 
tial defense.  (Bennett  agt.  Mat- 
them,  64  Barb.,  410.) 

5.  The  court  cannot  strike  out,  as 
sham,  an  answer  consisting  of  a 
general  denial.  (QU^in  ti^Jar- 
oslamki,  64  Barb.,  463.) 

6.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note  alleged  to  have  been  made  by 
two  defendants,  partners,  payable 

.  to  the  order  of  one  of  them,  and 
indorsed  by  him  and  delivered  to 
the  plaintiffs,  the  answer  substan- 
tially set  up  that  the  note  was  giv- 
en, not  for  the  indebtedness  of  the 
firm,  but  for  that  of  the  individual 
partner  to  whom  it  was  payable, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  knew  this 
fact.  Held,  that  the  answer,  in 
substance,  denied  that  the  defend- 
ant, for  a  good  consideration,  pro- 
mised to  pay  a  certain  sum ;  and, 
when  considered  as  to  substance 
rather  than  form,  did  not  set  up  a 
sustantive  defense.    (Id.) 

7.  An  answer,  which  practically  puts 
in  issue  the  promise  alleged  m  the 
complaint,  sets  up  no  substantive 
defense,  but  is  a  denial  of  the  plain- 
tiff*s  allegation.    (Id.) 


APPEAL. 

1.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  general  term, 
on  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  at 
special  term,  to  examine  anew  the 
facts  and  law  on  which  the  order 
was  granted.  ( Wootf  agt.  Jaeob$^ 
anU,  403.) 

2.  Where,  at  the  trial,  a  party  as- 
sumes and  treats  the  questions 
raised  as  being  questions  of  law. 
to  be  decided  by  the  court,  and 
they  are  passed  upon  and  ruled 
against  him,  he  cannot,  on  appeaL 

.  insist  that  the  questions  decided 
by  the  court  involved  a  question 
of  fact  (Butcher  agt.  Fcn-ter,  68 
Barb.,  15.) 
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8.  On  a  now  trial,  the  party  respond- 
ent, on  appeal  from  a  iustice's 
court,  cannot  be  couflned  to  the 
objections  he  made  in  the  justiee's 
court ;  those  objections  not  being 
in  any  manner  made  known  to  the 
appeliate  court.  {Lapham  agt  Rice^ 
63  ^arft.,  485.) 

4.  On  a  new  trial  in  the  appellate 
court,  as  upon  any  other  new  trial, 
the  parties  are  entitled  to  take  any 
ground  permissible  under  the 
pleadings.    {Id.) 

5.  A  statement,  in  a  notice  of  appeal 
to  tlio  county  court  from  a  jus- 
tice's judgment,  that  the  judgment 
ought  not  to  have  been  for  more 
than  a  certiun  amount,  is  a  state- 
ment of  wliat  should  have  been  its 
amount,  within  the  meaning  of 
section  871  of  the  Code.  (Kirkijoood 
agt.  Qnffin,  64  Barb.,  566.) 

6.  Accordingly,  where,  upon  a  re- 
covery of  nmety-six  dollars  dam- 
ages, by  the  plaintiff,  in  a  justice's 
court,  the  defendant,  in  his  notice 
of  appeal  to  the  county  court,  spe- 
cified, among  other  grounds  of 
error,  the  folfowing  :  "  The  Judg- 
ment should  have  been  more  favor- 
able to  him  in  the  following  parti- 
culars :  That  the  judgment  should 
not  have  been  for  more  than  fifty 
dollars  damages,  and  five  dollars 
costs ;"  held,  that  this  was  a  suffi- 
cient compliance  with  the  requisi- 
tion of  the  statute,  to  state  "  what 
should  have  been  the  amount;" 
and  that  upon  a  recovery  in  the 
counur  court  of  sixty-eight  dollars 
and  fifty  cents,  by  the  defendant, 
he  was  entitled  to  recover  his  costs 
of  the  appeal  in  the  county  court. 
{Id.) 

7.  The  general  term  has  power  to 
pass  upon  the  weight  of  conflicting 
evidence ;  and,  in  an  action  tried 
by  the  court  cm:  a  referee,  it  is  its 
duty  to  examine  the  questions  of 
fact  presented :  and,  if  the  result  is 
a  conviction  that  the  findings  are 
not  in  accordance  with  truth,  to 
reverse  the  judgment  for  error  of 


fact  and  direct  a  new  trial ;  no  such 
power  is  given  to  this  court.  {Ftnch 
agt.  Parker,  49  N.  Y.  B.,  1.) 

8.  If  there  is  any  evidence  to  sustain  < 
the  facts  found  by  a  referee,  his 
conclusion,  if  the  facts  are  capable 
of  the  interpretation  given  to  them 
by  him,  is  hnal  so  far  as  this  court 
is  concerned  ;  but  where  his  con- 
clusion is  predicated  in  part  upon 
facts  not  proven,  which  may  have 
had  some  influence,  the  judgment 
will  be  reversed,  as  it  cannot  be 
determined  whether  those  assumed 
facts  might  not  have  had  a  con- 
trolling influence.  Thus,  where 
a  referee  finds  various  facts,  from 
which  he  finds  an  intent  to  evade 
the  usury  laws,  and  some  of  the 
material  facts  are  unsupported  by 
evidence,  or  are  against  eVidence, 
it  is  an  error  of  law.  which  is  fatal 
to  the  judgment,  although  usury 
may  have  been  predicated  upon 
the  facts  proven.  {Matthews  agt. 
Ooe,i9N.  Y.B.,  57.) 

9.  Where  a  witness,  in  answer  to  a 
proper  question  which  is  objected 
to,  pves  testimony  not  called  for 
by  It,  which  is  incompetent,  but 
no  objection  is  made  to  the  answer 
or  motion  to  strike  it  out,  it  cannot 
be  objected  to  upon  review.  {Crip- 
pen  agt  Mores,  49  2^.  Y.  B.,  63.) 

10.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  general  term 
of  the  supreme  court  to  set  aside 
a  verdict  which  is  against  the  clear 
weight  of  evidence.  Where  a 
judgment  has  been  reversed  and 
new  trial  granted  by  that  court 
upon  the  facts,  tliis  court  occupies 
the  same  position,  and  the  facts 
are  open  for  review ;  a  concealment 
of  material  facts,  called  for  by 
questions  in  an  application  for  a 
policy  of  life  insurance,  is  as  fatal 
to  the  contract  as  a  denial.  {Sm^ 
agt  .^Etna  Life  Ins.  Co.,  49  N.  Y. 
B.,  211.) 

11.  An  order  making  an  extra  allow- 
ance when  it  does  not  exceed  t^e 
limits  prescribed  b^  the  Code  is 
not  reviewable  in  this  court  {Sauthr 
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wick  agt  8auih\D%ck,  40  if.  T,  B., 
510.) 

12.  This  court  is  not  authorized  to 
'    review  a  judgment  and  reverse  it 

for  an  alleged  error  which  does 
not  appear  upon  the  record,  and 
is  only  shown  by  expressions  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court  below. 
{Laning  agt.  2f.  Y.  C,  R  R,  49  N, 
F.  R,  621.) 

13.  When  a  judgment  is  rendered  by 
the  genend  term  upon  a  verdict 
taken  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
that  court,  and  a  statement  of 
facts,  with  the  questions  or  con- 
clusions of  law  thereon,  is  pre- 
pared, as  required  by  section  333 
(sub.  2)  of  the  Code,  and  is  made 
part  of  the  record,  the  facts  pre- 
sented'in  the  statement  are  the 
only  ones  which  can  be  considered 
upon  ai)peal.  If  the  statement  is 
defective  in  any  respect,  it  must 
be  sent  back  to  the  supreme  court 
for  correction.  {Jaycox  agt.  Came- 
ron, 49  N,  T.  R,  646.) 

14.  Anappellant,will'notbe  heardto 
allege  as  error  that  which  was 
inserted  in  a  judgment  at  his  own 
instance.  {Proe^ler  figt.  Ktthn,  49 
N,  Y.  R,  654) 


ARBITRATION. 

1.  When  not  limited  by  the  terms  of 
the  submission,  an  arbUratar  has 
authority  to  decide  all  questions 
of  fact  and  of  law  arising  upon  the 
matters  submitted,  and  his  decision 
thereon  Is  conclusive  upon  the 
same  principle  that  a  final  judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  last  resort  is 
conclusive.  {Fudickar  2^i,  Guar- 
dian Mia.  Life  Ina,  Co.,  ante,  462.) 

2.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  an  award, 
as  a  general  rule,  it  is  only  in  case 
of  a  mmd  practiced  by  a  party,  or 
in  case  of  corruption,  partiality  or 
misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  arbi- 
trator within  the  legally  establish- 
ed meaning  of  these  terms,  that  a 


court  of  equity  Will  interfere  after 
an  unrestricted  submission.    (Id.) 

8.  The  court  will  also  interpose  in 
case  of  excess  or  imperfect  execu- 
tion of  the  powers  conferred,  and 
in  case  of  a  gross  mistake,  about 
which  there  c^n  be  no  dispute. 

(Id.) 

4  There  are,  however,  some  excep- 
tions in  which  the  court  will  grant 
relief,  notwithstanding  the  submis- 
sion was  an  unrestricted  one,  viz. : 
1st.  Where  the  arbitrator  himself, 
either  by  the  shape  in  which  he 
makes  his  award,  or  by  embodying 
in  it  a  full  statement  of  the  grounds 
of  his  decision,  or  of  his  intention 
to  be  governed  by  strictly  legal 
principles,  hks  conferred  upon  the 
court  a  power  of  inquiry  and  re- 
vision which  it  would  not  other- 
wise have  had.  This  must  appear 
so  clearly  upon  the  face  of  the 
award  as  to  justify  the  judicial 
mind  in  supposing  that  the  arbi- 
trator would  have  made  a  different 
award  had  he  known  thrt  the  judi- 
cial tribunals  held  a  different  view 
of  the  question  of  law  arisinc;  in 
tlie  case  from  that  entertainea  by 
himself.    (Id,) 

2d.  Where  the  arbitrator  has  pro- 
ceeded upon  a  gross  and  palpable 
mistake  either  of  law  or  of  fact 
aflecting  the  merits.  Here  the 
error  must  be  Amdamentally  and 
glaringly  wrong.    (Id.) 


ARREST. 

1.  A  complaint  which  seeks  to  re- 
cover money  ollected  by  a  public 
officer  with  interest  does  not  there- 
by contain  two  causes  of  action, 
upon  one  of  which,  the  claim  for 
interest,  the  defendant  cannot  be 
arrested.  (People  agt.  Clark,  ante, 
12.) 

2.  On  the  contrary,  if  a  defendant  has 
received  money  in  a  fiduciary 
capacity,  which  he  refuses  to  pay 
over,  he  may  be  arrested  as  well 
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for  the  interest  acquired  thereon 
as  the  principal.    {Id.) 

8.  There  is  seldom  a  case  where  it  is 
proper  on  a  motion,  such  as  an 
application  to  discharge  from  ar- 
rest, to  try  questions  of  fact ;  such 
as  whether  the  complaint  and  affi- 
davit making  a  demand,  which  the 
plaintiff  swears  was  served  by  him, 
was  received  by  the  defendant. 

(Id.) 

4.  A  county  treasurer,  in  receiving 
and  paying  out  moneys,  does  not 
act  as  an  agent  for  the  county  or 
the  state,  and  therefore  does  not 
hold  the  moneys  free  from  a  fidu- 
ciary capacity  as  to  a  third  person, 
his  principal    (Id.) 

5.  Where  one  party  places  funds  in 
the  bands  of  another,  in  trust  for 
the  benefit  of  a  third,  the  party  in 
possession  of  the  fimd  stands  in  a 
position  of  trust  towards  the  benefi- 
ciary.   (Id.) 

6.  A  county  treasurer  is  a  public  offi- 
cer, and  receives  moneys  of  the 
county  and  the  state  in  a  fiduciary 
capacity,  and  has  certain  duties  to 
perform  with  those  moneys,  and  is 
not  at  liberty  to  use  them  himself. 

(Id.) 

7.  Where  he  converts  such  moneys 
to  his  own  use,  it  is  a  distinct  and 
serious  breach  of  trust,  for  which 
the  Code  provides  that  he  may  be 
arrested.    (Id.) 

8.  The  act  recently  passed  by  the 
legislature  of  1873,  called  **The 
habitual  criminal  act,"  is  not  un- 
consHtvtionai,  as  violating  that  pro- 
vision of  article  1  of  the  constitu- 
tion which  declares  that  *' trial 
by  jury,  in  all  cases  in  which  it  has 
heretofore  been  used,  shall  remain 
inviolate  forever."  (People  agt. 
McCarthy,  ante,  97.) 

« 

9.  Nor  does  the  act  violate  that  pro- 
vision of  the  constitution  which 
declares  that  "  no  person  shall  be 
subject  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy 


for  the  same  offense,"  but  is  valid 
so  far  as  any  constitutional  objec- 
tion is  concerned.    (Id.) 

10.  Construction  of  the  act,  and  the 
duty  of  officers  to  make  arrests  un- 
der it,  stated.    (Id.) 

11.  The  act  contains  the  following 
clause:  "And  that  he  or  she  has, 
at  some  time,  been  convicted  of 
any  of  the  crimes  herein  named." 
In  the  case  of  the  defendant  War- 
ner, there  was  an  absence  of  any 
evidence  that  he  had  ever  been 
convicted  of  any  crime,  as  required 
by  the  act,  and  he  was  therefore 
discharged.  (Id.) 

12.  This  act  does  not  require  a  re- 
hearing of  the  catie  by  tlie  court  of 
review,  but  only  ot  the  etidsnce. 
The  whole  of  the  evidence  and 
the  proceedings  may  be  brought 
up  (as  in  this  case)  by  certiorari^ 
and  the  rehearing  had  upon  the 
record.    (Id.) 


AS8ES8MENT  ROLL. 

1.  To  render  an  assessment  roll  ille- 
gal by  reason  of  defects  in  the 
affidavit  of  the  assessors  annexed 
thereto,  the  defects  must  be  of 
substance  and  not  of  form  merely. 
The  omission  of  words  not  essen- 
tial to  the  substance  of  the  affida- 
vit prescribed  by  statute  is  not  a 
fatal  defect  (National  Bank  <f 
Chemung  agt  Bank  of  Elmira, 
6  Lam.,  116^ 

2.  Nor  is  it  a  fatal  defect  if  the  affi- 
davits have  no  venue.    (Id.) 

8.  Nor  if  the  affidavit  was  sworn  to 
before  an  officer  different  from  the 
one  prescribed  by  the  statute,  but 
duly  authorized  to  administer 
oaths.    (Id.) 

4.  Assessors  haying  jurisdiction, 
their  action  cannot  be  attacked 
collaterally.    (Id.) 
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ASSESSMENTS  FOR  STREETS. 

1.  Where. the  statute,  under  which 
commissioners  of  estimate  and  as- 
sessment in  the  matter  of  widening 
a  street  are  appointed,  expressly 
authorizes  two  of  the  commission- 
ers to  act,  and  declares  that  their 
acts  shall  be  as  valid  as  the  acts  of 
all,  a  report,  signed  by  two  of  them 
only,  is  valid.  (Matter  of  Broad- 
way Widening,  68  Barb,,  572.) 

2.  The  provision  to  that  effect,  in  the 
act  of  1813,  is  not  abrogated  by 
section  7,  article  1  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  1846,  which  requires  com- 
pensation to  owners  of  property 
to  be  ascertained  by  a  jury^  or  by 
not  less  than  three  commissioners. 
{Td,) 

8.  Notwithstanding  the  constitution- 
al provision,  the  legislature  can 
authorize  a  decision  by  a  majority 
of  the  commissioners.    (Id. ) 

4.  A  provision  in  a  statute  authoriz- 
ing the  widening  of  a  street,  which 
requires  that  the  report  of  the  com- 
missioners shall  be  made  within 
six  months,  is  to  be  deemed  merely 
directory,  and  not  a  matter  of 
Jurisdiction.  If  the  report  is  not 
made  within  the  time,  jurisdiction 
is  not  lost  by  the  delay.    (Id.) 

ft.  A  clause  in  a  statute  by  which  a 
majority  of  the  new  conmiissioners 
of  estimate  and  assessment,  therein 
directed  to  be  appointed  by  the 
court,  are  required  to  be  other  than 
the  former  commissioners,  is  not 
to  be  construed  as  a  violation  of 
the  constitutional  provision  giving 
the  appointing  power  to  the  court. 

(id.) 

6.  A  minority  report  from  the  com- 
missioners cannot  properly  come 
before  the  court.  There  can  be 
only  one  report,  and  that  is  the 
report  of  the  whole,  or  a  majority, 
of  the  commissioners.    (Id.) 


ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXA- 
TION. 

1.  An  order  confirming  the  report 
of  commissioners  of  estimate  and 
assessment  in  proceedings,  under 
the  provisions  of  chapter  890, 
laws  of  1869,  for  the  widening 
and  straightening  of  Broadway, 
may  be  set  aside  upon  motion  for 
irregularity,  mistake  or  traud.  (In 
re  Mayor,  ete.,  49  -N.  Y.  M.,  150.) 

2.  The  provision  in  (he  act  of  1813 
(§  178j  chap.  80,  laws  of  1813), 
declarmg  that  the  report  of  com- 
missioners of  estimate  and  assess- 
ment, when  confirmed,  shall  be 
**  final  and  conclusive,"  has  refe- 
rence to  an  appeal  therefrom ;  not 
to  the  remedy  by  motion  to  set  it 
aside.    (Id.) 

8.  Assessois  are  not  personally  liable 
for  errors  or  mistakes  in  the  as- 
sessment where  they  have  juris- 
diction and  act  within  the  scope 
of  their  authority ;  but  if  they  ex- 
ceed their  powers  and  act  without 
authority,  and  in  contravention  of 
the  statute  prescribing  and  regu- 
lating their  duties,  they  are  civOly 
liable  to  any  pei-son  injured  by 
their  action.  (Clark  agt.  Norton, 
49  jY.  Y  B.,2m 

4.  Assessments  must  be  made  by  the 
first  of  July,  and  of  property  and 
persons  in  respect  to  the  liability 
as  it  exists  upon  that  day.  An 
individual  not  liable  upon  that  day 
cannot  be  placed  upon  the  assess- 
ment roll  thereafter,  nor  can  a 
person  whose  name  is  properly 
upon  the  roll  be  assessed  for  pro- 
perty subsequently  acquired.  Af- 
ter the  deposit  of  the  roll  for 
examination  the  assessors  cannot 
aild  names  thereto,  or  add  to  the 
assessments  of  individuals  other 
property,  or  change  the  character 
of  the  property  assessed.  Where 
the  roll  is  completed  the  duty  of 
the  assessors  is  fully  performed, 
except  in  the  matter  of  a  review 
of  the  assessment  as  made  and  as 
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pennitted  by  statute.  Although 
one  purchasing  property  after  the 
completion  of  the  roll  agrees  to 
pay  the  tax  thereon,  this  confers 
no  jurisdiction  upon  the  assessors 
to  change  the  assessment,  nor  does 
It  operate  as  a  waiver  of  the  legal 
rights  of  the  purchaser.  It  is  a 
matter  resting  in  contract  between 
the  parties  and  is  to  be  enforced 
in  the  usual  way.    (Id,) 

5.  A  substantial  compliance  with  the 
statute  in  the  measures  prelimi- 
nary to  the  taxation  of  persons  and 
property,  in  all  matters  which  are 
of  Uie  substance  of  the  procedure, 
and  designed  for  the  protection  of 
the  tax-payer,  is  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  le^lity  and  valiaity 
of  the  tax.  ( Westfau  agt.  Pre9ton, 
49  N.  Y,  R,  849.) 

6.  For  the  purpose  of  deposit  for 
'  inspection,  the  assessment  roll  is 

to  be  completed  on  or  before*the 
first  of  August,  and  after  that  time 
the  assessors  have  no  jurisdiction 
over  the  persons  of  tax-payers,  the 
roll  or  the  subject-matter  of  the 
assessment  for  the  current  year, 
save  for  the  purpose  of  reviewing 
the  assessments  already  made  and 
verifying  the  roll  after  such  re- 
view. For  the  purpose  of  verifica- 
tion and  deliveiT  to  the  supervisor, 
the  roll  cannot  be  completed  until 
after  the  time  fixed  for  its  final 
review  and  correction,  to  wit,  the  ^ 
third  Tuesday  of  August.  An 
affidavit  of  tlie  assessors  thereto, 
made  prior  to  that  time,  is  a  nul- 
lity; and  where  the  defect  appears 
upon  the  face  of  the  paper  by  the 
date  of  the  jurat,  it  confers  no  ju- 
risdiction upon  the  board  of  jsuper- 
visors  to  impose  a  tax  upon  per- 
sons or  property  named  therein, 
or  to  sign  a  warrant  to  the  collect- 
or; as  the  affidavit  is  made  part 
of  the  assessment  roll  delivered  to 
the  collector,  and  the  want  of  ju- 
risdiction in  the  board  of  super- 
visors is  thus  disclosed  upon  the 
face  of  the  papers,  the  warrant 
furnishes  no  protection  to  the  col- 
lector.   {Id.) 
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7.  The  receipt  by  one  whose  pro- 
perty is  sold  under  a  void  warrant, 
or  for  an  illegal  tax  of  the  surplus 
arising  from  the  sale,  over  the 
amount  of  the  tax  and  expense^ 
is  not  a  condonation  or  an  accord 
and  satisfaction  of  the ,  trespass. 
(Id,) 

9.  A  departure  by  assessors  from 
Uie  standard  fixed  by  statute  for 
estimating  tlje  value  of  property 
placed  upon  the  assessment  roU 
cannot  be  corrected  upon  certio- 
rariy  nor  can  their  failure  to  assess 
the  property  of  a  corporation,  as 
required,  be  so  corrected.  The 
court  may  reverse  the  assessment 
as  made,  and  direct  a  reassess- 
ment ;  but  after  the  roll  has  been 
delivered  to  the  board  of  supervi- 
sors and  the  power  of  the  asses- 
sors over  it  has  ceased,  a  certiorari 
bhould  not  be  allowed,  and,  if  al- 
lowed, should  be  quashed  even 
after  return  made.  (People  ex  rel. 
agt.  Ddancy,  49  N,  F.  i?.,  655.) 


ASSESSMENTS. 

1.  By  the  Brooklyn  city  charter 
(laws  1854,  chap.  884,  tit.  4,  §24, 
etc^),  the  assessors  for  street  assess- 
ments, after  hearing  parties  inter- 
ested, are  to  make  a  report,  with 
the  objections  presented  to  them, 
which  the  common  council  are  to 
refer  to  a  committee,  who,  alter  a 
hearing  pursuant  to  notice  pub- 
lished, are  to  report  to  the  com- 
mon council.  Held^  that  the  omis- 
sion of  the  committee  to  publish 
notice  of  hearing  was  fatal  to  the 
assessment.  (i%  the  matter  cf  the 
petition  of  Ncihanid  Vox,  6  Lans,^ 
92.) 


ASSESSORS. 

1.  A  writ  of  certiorari  issues  to  cor- 
rect an  erroneous  assessment,  made 
by  the  assessors.  (People  agt.  Ae- 
eessors  (^  the  VtUage  of  Mechante* 
viUe,  6  Lane.,  105.) 
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ATTACHMENT. 

1.  Where  an  attorney  obtains  money 
from  a  third  party  under  an  order 
of  the  court,  which  would  not 
have  been  granted  had  he  not  sup- 
pressed certain  material  facts,  an 
attachment  will  issue  against  him. 
(Wilmerding9  agt.  Fowler^  ante, 
142.) 

• 

2.  The  suppression  of  such  facts 
amounts  to  a  fraud  upon  the 
court    (Id.) 

3.  Where  an  attuchment  is  intended 
to  be  levied  upon  property  inca- 
pable of  manual  delivery  (Oode,  % 
235),  to  wit,  a  claim  due  the 
debtor  in  the  attachment  for 
money  due  from  an  insurance 
company  under  a  policy  issued 
by  them,  the  Tiotice  served  with 
the  attachment  which  purports  to 
cover  generally  all  the  property, 
real  and  personal,  money,  bank 
notes,  books  of  account,  and 
vouchers  and  papers  relating 
thereto,  and  the  debts,  credits  and 
effects  of  the  claimant  in  the  pos- 
session of  or  under  the  control  of 
the  defendant  (the  company),  and 
which  is  not  followed  up  by  the 
procurement  of  a  certificate  and 
the  returning  of  an  inventory,  is 
wholly  insufficient  to  work  a  levy 
upon  such  property  or  claim. 
This  dedsion  affirms  that  delivered 
at  special  term.  44  How.y  213. 
(O'Brien  aet.  Mech.  and  Traders' 
Fire  Ins.  &.,anfe,  458.) 

4.  In  cases  wher^  an  attachment  is 
issued,  sale  of  the  attached  pro- 
perty under  execution  upon  judg- 
ment in  the    action    confers  no 

greater  title  to  it  than  the  debtor 
ad  at  the  time  the  judgment  was 
docketed.  (Lamont  agt.  Cheshire^ 
6Xa7W.,234.) 

6.  And  (per  Mullik,  P.  J.)  a  special 
execution  should  be  issued  in  at- 
tachment cases,  directing  the  sale 
of  the  debtor^s  hiterest  m  the  at- 


tached pro{)erty  as  of  the  dav  of 
the  levy  of  the  attachment    (Id.) 

6.  The  clause  of  section  182  (Code), 
by  which  subsequent  purchasers 
and  incumbrancers  are  bound  by 
all  proceedings  in  the  action  taken 
after  the  filing  of  the  lis  pendens^ 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  they  were 
parties  to  the  action,  is  not  appli- 
cable to  attachment  ctises.  Per 
MULLIN,  P.  J.      (Id,) 

7.  An  attachment  upon  shares  of 
bank  stock,  and  other  property  in- 
capable of  manual  delivery,  can 
only  be  executed  where  the  pro- 
perty is  hiild  by  a  corporation  or 
association,  by  leaving  a  certified 
copy  of  the  warrant  with  the  offi- 
cers or  managing  agent  of  such 
association  or  corporation,  men- 
tioned in  section  235  of  the  Code. 
(Pardee  agt  Leitch,  6  Lans.,  303.) 

8.  It  is  not  a  good  execution  of  an 
attachment,  under  that  section,  if 
the  warrant  is  left  with  a  person 
not  an  officer  or  managing  agent 
of  the  association,  who  forwards 
it  by  mail  to  such  an  agent,  by 
whom  it  is  received.    (Id.) 

9.  It  is  ground  for  setting  aside  a 
sale  of  bank  shares,  under  execu- 
tion issued  upon  a  judgment  in  an 
action,  that  the  shares  have  not 
been  attached  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.    (Id.) 

10.  The  proper  and  only  remedy  of 
the  judgment  debtor,  whose  shares 
have  been  unlawfully  sold  under 
the  execution,  is  by  motion  to  set 
aside  the  sale.    (Id.) 

11.  Where  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy 
of  such  judgment  debtor  has  been 
appointed,  he  represents  not  only 
the  debtor  but  also  his  creditors, 

I     and  therefore  is  the  proper  person 
to  make  such  motion.    (Id.) 

12.  One  who  has,  by  assignment  from 
the  purchaser  at  the  sale,  become 
vested  with  the  interest  of  such 
purchaser  in  the  property  sold,  is 
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a  proper  and  necessary  party  to 
such  motion.    {Id.) 


ATTESTING  WITNESS. 

1.  Where  one  who  has  signed  his 
name  as  an  attestiucc  witness  to 
the  execution  of  an  instrument, 
did  so  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  the  parties,  the  instru- 
ment may  be  proved  as  if  there 
were  no  subscribing  witness.  (Sher- 
wood  agt.  Pratt,  63  Barb.,  187.) 

2.  The  signature  of  a  subscribing 
witness  is  not  conclusive  upon  the 
parlies  to  the  instrument.  It  is 
only  prima  facie  evidence  that  the 
"Witness  was  called  in  by  them; 
and  the  presumption  arising  from 
it  may  be  contradicted,    (m.) 

8.  And  for  that  purpose,  parol  testi- 
mony may  be  received;  the  object 
of  the  proof  not  being  to  contra- 
dict or  vary  the  written  agreement, 
but  merely  to  show  that  its  execu- 
tion was  not  attested  in  a  particu- 
lar way.    (Id.) 


ATTORNEYS. 

1.  Where  an  attorney  obtains  money 
from  a  third  party  under  an  order 
of  the  court,  which  would  not  have 
been  granted  had  he  not  suppress- 
ed certain  material  facts,  an  attach- 
ment will  issue  against  him.  ( WU- 
merdings  agt.  Fowler^  ante,  142.) 

2.  The  suppression  of  such  fects 
amounts  to  a  fraud  upon  the 
court.    (Id.) 

8.  On  a  motion  by  the  receiver  of  a 
bank,  against  partners,  to  compel 
the  payment  of  moneys  in  their 
hands  which  they  have  collected 
as  attorneys  for  the  bank,  or  for  the 
receiver  after  his  appointment,  one 
of  the  partners  cannot  set  off  a 
claim  due  to  him  individually 
from  the  bank.  (T?ie  Bowling  Oreen 


Savings  Bank  agt  Todd,  64  Barb., 
146.) 

4.  Nor  has  he  any  lien  upon  the  pa- 
pers on  which  a  foreclosure  suit  is 
brought  by  the  firm  of  which  he  is 
a  member,  or  upon  the  moneys 
which  are  the  result  of  that  suit, 
to  secure  the  payment  of  his  indi- 
vidual claim.    (Id.) 

5.  Where,  after  the  commencement 
of  a  forelosure  suit,  in  the  name  of 
a  bank,  by  its  attorneys,  a  receiver- 
of  the  bank  is  appointed,  such  ap- 
pointment vests  in  the  receiver  the 
title  to  the  mortgage,  free  from  any 
right  of  set-off,  by  the  attorneys,  of 
a  claim  for  their  services  in  such 
action.  And  if,  upon  a  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  the  proceeds 
come  into  the  hands  of  the  attor- 
neys, they  ai*e  received  for  the  re- 
ceiver, and  not  for  the  bank ;  and 
debts  due  from  the  bank  cannot 
be  interposed  against  the  receiver's 
title  to  such  proceeds.    (Id,) 

6.  Attorneys,  in  whose  hands  a  bond 
and  mortgage  are  placed,  by  a 
bank,  for  collection,  acquire  a  lien 
thereon,  for  any  moneys  due  to 
them  for  services  rendered  to  the 
bank ;  which  lien  will  not  be  de- 
feated by  the  subsequent  appoint- 
ment of*^  a  receiver  of  the  oank. 
(Id.) 

7.  An  attorney  has  a  lien  upon  all 
deeds  and  papers  in  his  hands  be- 
longing to  his  client ;  and  until  he 
is  paid,  the  court  will  not  order 
them  to  be  given  up.    (Id.) 

8.  Although  most  of  the  cases  in 
which  this  lien  is  recognized  are 
cases  where  the  claim  was  for  costs 
of  that  particular  action  in  which 
the  motion  was  made,  yet  the  rule 
is  equally  well  settled  as  to  any 
claim  which  the  attorney  has,  for 
his  services,  and  attaches  as  well 
to  the  proceeds  of  a  judgment  as 
to  the  papers  on  which  ue  judg- 
ment was  founded.    (Id.) 


9.  If  attorneys  transact  business  as 
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brokers,  they  are  entitled  to  com- 
pensation as  such,  but  cannot 
charge  a  counsel  fee  for  coijversa- 
tions  with  their  employers  about 
the  business,  unless  by  express  con- 
tract. {WaVcer2k^.Ain,lifat.Bank^ 
49  N.  Y.  i2.,  659.) 


B. 


BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  Consent  will  not  confer  jurisdic- 
tion to  a  court  which  does  not  pos- 
sess it  otherwise.  Hence  proof  by 
creditors,  of  their  claim,  in  pro- 
ceedings in  bankruptcy,  will  not 
give  jurisdiction  to  the  bankrupt 
court,  if  it  does  not  possess  it  al- 
ready ;  nor  will  such  proof  of  the 
claim  conclude  the  creditors  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  the  debt 
{The  Ansonia  Brass  and  Capper  (Jo. 
agt.  TJu  New  Lamp  Chimney  Co, 
UBarb.,  485.) 

BANKS  AND  BANKING. 

1.  When  the  maker  and  indoreer  of 
a  note  reside  in  New  York,  and 
the  note  is  drawn,  dated  and  pay- 
able here,  the  laws  of  New  York 
must  govern  as  to  the  rate  of  inte- 
rest. If  it  be  drawn,  "  with  inte- 
rest," the  rate  will  be  seven  per 
cent ;  if  drawn  without  specifying 
interest,  the  same  rate  of  discount 
must  be  legal.  (The  Hackettstown 
National  J&nks^,  Bea^  64  Barh,^ 
175.) 

2.  And  where  such  a  note  is  dis- 
counted by  a  New  Jersey  bank, 
the  statute  of  New  Jersey,  limit- 
ing the  rate  of  interest  to  ox  per 
cent,  does  n  Jt  render  the  note  usu- 
rious and  void,  when  discounted 
at  seven  per  cent    (Id.) 

8.  A  clause  m  the  charter  of  a  foreign 
bank,  providing  that  such  bank 
shall  not  take  more  ^'  than  the  le- 
^1  rate  of  interest  for  the  time  be- 
ing/' is  but  a  clauBe  inserted  for 


greater  security ;  and  does  not  al- 
ter the  legal  rate,  or  make  that  ille- " 
gal  which  would  otherWise  be  le- 
gal.   (Id.) 

4.  No  other  effect  should  be  given  to 
such  a  clause  than  that  which 
would  result  from  the  general  law 
of  the  foreign  State  on  the  subject 
of  usury.    (M,) 

6.  In  all  transactions  in  which  a  bank 
may  lawftiUy  engage,  the  cashier 
is  tlie  managmg  agent,  and  speaks 
for  the  corporation.  (CaMweU  agt 
The  National  Mohawk  Valley  Bank, 
64  Barb.,  388.) 

6.  Any  verbal  understanding  be- 
tween a  cashier  and  the  dii-ectors 
will  not  avail  to  limit  his  authority, 
when  his  acts  are  performed  over 
the  counter  of  the  bank,  and  are  of 
a  public  character,  and  numerous 
and  long  continued.  In  such  a 
case,  it  5  reasonable  to  presume 
that  his  acts  are  in  conformity 
with  the  instructions  of  the  direc- 
tors.   (Id.) 

7.  The  bank  will  also  be  bound  by 
the  acts  of  the  cashier,  if  the  direc- 
tors, either  through  inattention  or 
otherwise,  suffer  the  cashier  to  pur- 
sue a  particular  line  of  conduct  for 
a  considerable  period,  without  ob- 
jection.   (Id.) 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND 
PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  is  shown  to 
be  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  pro- 
missory note  sued  on,  and  entitled 
to  recover,  it  is  not  error  for  the 
judge  to  refuse  to  submit  the  case 
to  the  jury,  although  the  note  was 
impeached.  (Benedict  digi.  De  Qroot, 
OfOdy  884.) 

2.  Where  a  bank  loans  a  certain 
sum  of  money  to  a  firm  of  brokers 
on  call  upon  collateral  security,  to 
be  repaid  the  same  day,  and  dur- 
ing the  day  such  firm  procures 
another  loan  from  the  phunUffs  of 
a  certain  sum  upon  collateral  se- 
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curities,  which  arc  subsequently 
ascertained  to  heforgerieSytoid  the 
firm  of  brokers  deposit  the  certi- 
fied checks  of  the  plaintifib  in 
their  bank  and  take  up  their  col- 
lateral securities,  some  of  which 
prove  to  be  forgeries,  and  the  bank 
collects  the  plaintiffs'  checks  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  business, 
for  which  it  gives  the  firm  of  bro- 
kers credit  in  the  usual  way,  the 
bank  is  not  liable  to  the  plaintiffs 
for  the  amount  of  the  loan  they 
made  to  the  firm  of  brokers  on 
presenting  the  forged  collateral 
securities  taken  by  them  and  de- 
manding of  the  bank  the  repay- 
ment of  those  checks.  (Jiufth  agt 
national  Bank  of  the  Common' 
wealth,  ante,  402.) 

3.  The  law  will  protect  a  purchaser 
of  personal  property,  and  espe- 
cially of  negotiable  paper,  who 
has  acquired  it«for  a  fair  and  valu- 
able consideration,  in  the  usual 
course  of  trade,  and  without  any 
notice  of  any  conflicting  claims  or 
of  suspicious  circumstances  calcu- 
lated to  awaken  inquiry  or  to  put 
him  on  his  ^ard,  although  the 
property  was  m  fact  obtained  by 
the  vendor  from  the  true  owner 
fraudulently.    (Id.) 

4.  The  act  of  1857  (chapter  416,  laws 
of  1857),  in  relation  to  commercial 
paper,  only  abolishes  grace  upon 
Dills  which  are,  **<w  their  jaeey 
payable  on  a  specified  day,  or  in 
any  number  of  days,  or  sight 
thereof  after  the  date."  It  does 
not  include  bills  payable  upon 
their  face  in  montlis  or  years. 
{Oom,  Bank  of  Ky,  agt.  Yamum,  49 
N,  r.  jB.,  269.) 

6.  A  notary  is  not  presumed  to  be  a 
lawyer  who  is  to  revise  or  reverse 
the  decision  of  his  employer  as  to 
the  character  of  a  bill,  and  as  to 
whether  it  is  entitled  to  dajrs  of 
ffrace  or  not.  If,  therefore,  a  bill 
Is  delivered  to  him  with  directions 
to  make  deifiand  and  protest  upon 
the  wrong  day,  a  right  of  action 


doed  not  arise  against  him  on  ac- 
count of  the  error.    (Id.) 

6.  A  transfer  of  negotiable  bills, 
without  indorsement  by  the  payee, 
confers  no  other  rights  than  those 
of  the  transferrer.  (Mailer  agt. 
i^WMkV,  6  Zan«.,  472.) 

7.  An  agreement  of  the  person  to 
whom  Dills  of  exchange  have  been 
sent  to  hand  them  over  when  re- 

.  ceived,  is  not  a  present  transfer, 
delivery  or  assignment  of  them. 
(Id,) 

8.  Without  the  means  of  obtaining 
possession  of  bills  of  exchange, 
one  who  claims  them  as  security 
for  a  loan  by  title  from  the  party 
to  whom  they  were  sent,  and 
against  the  sender,  cannot  before 
delivery  be  a  pledgee  of  them. 
(Td.) 

9.  By  a  well  established  rule  of  law, 
the  giving  of  a  promissory  note  is 
prima  facie  evidence  that,  at  the 
date  of  it,  there  was  a  settlement 
of  all  demands  between  the  par- 
ties, and  that  the  note  remained 
as  the  only  claim  existing  between 
the  parties  to  it ;  or,  at  all  events, 
from  the  maker  to  the  payee. 
(Butcher  agt.  Porter,  68  BaA,  15.) 

10.  A  bona  fide  holder  of  commercial 
paper,  to  which,  as  between  maker 
and  payee,  there  is  a  good  defense, 
IS  entitled  to  be  protected  only  to 
the  extent  of  the  value  which  he 
has  paid.  Mullin,  P.  J.,  dis- 
sented. (Huff  agt.  Wagner,  68 
Ba/rb.,  215.) 

11.  A  note,  valid  in  the  hands  of  the 
holder,  is  property,  which  may  be 
sold  at  any  price.  (Ha/rger  agt. 
F3»ew,  63itor6.,  237.) 

12.  Where  the  maker  has  intention- 
ally issued  a  promissory  note  and 
put  it  in  drcolation  as  a  valid 
note,  although  induced  to  do  so 
by  the  fraud  of  the  payee,  and  the 
same  is  purchased  by  a  third  per- 
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son  for  a  valuable  consideration 
and  without  notice,  though  at  a 
discount  greater  than  the  lawful 
interest,  the  latter  may  maintain 
an  action  thereon  as  a  bonajide 
holder.    (Id.) 

13.  The  bona  ftde  holder  of  a  note 
which  has  been  obtained  from  the 
maker  by  fraud  has  no  equity,  as 
Against  such  maker,  to  be  protect- 
ed beyond  the  amount  of  the  ad- 
vances he  has  made,  upon  the 
faith  of  the  note.  Mullin,  P.  J., 
dissented.    (Id.) 

14.  The  nature  of  a  call  loan  is  such 
that  the  lender,  when  the  call  is 
made,  is  entitled  to  immediate  pay- 
ment of  the  debt ;  and,  in  default 
of  such  payment,  can  immediately 
proceed  to  realize  on  the  collate- 
rals, and  may  sell  or  collect  them, 
without  further  notice  to  the  debt- 
or. (Atlantic  National  Bank  agt. 
Franklin,  64  Barb.,  449.) 

15.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note,  against  the  mdorser,  the  jury 
were  iostructed  that  "if  an  indor- 
ser  pn)mises  to  pay  a  note,  after  it 
has  become  due,  it  is  a  waiver  of 
the  failure  to  make  that  demand 
and  notice  which  the  law  says  the 
holder  of  the  note  ought  to  make. 
Therefore,  if  you  find  that  the  de- 
fendant promised  to  pay  this  note, 
after  it  oecame  due,  the  plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to  recover  the  whole 
amount."  Held,  that  this  was  er- 
ror. The  promise  must  be  made 
after  full  knowledge  of  the  omis- 
sion to  make  due  presentment. 
{Hunter  agt.  Eook,  64  Barb.,  468.) 

16.  Held,  also,  that  if  the  charge  had 
contained  the  proposition  that  a 
promise  to  pay,  after  maturity,  and 
qft&rfuU  knowledge  of  the  failure  to 
make  due  presentation,  was  binding, 
it  would  have  been  unexceptiona- 
ble.   (Id.) 

BOND. 

1.  The  satisfaction  of  a  -judgment 
affinned  in  the  court  of  appeals 


discharges  the  sureties  upon  the 
appeal  bond,  and  entities  the  ap- 
pellant to  a  return  of  securities 
delivered  as  security  against  lia- 
bility on  the  bond.  (Oote  agt. 
Lawrence,  6  Lane.,  89.) 


BONDING  TOWNS. 

1.  A  county  judge  has  no  authority 
to  proceed,  under  the  act  of  May 
18,  ,1869  (laicH  ^^1869,  chap.  907), 
to  bond  a  town  m  aid  of  the  con- 
struction of  a  railroad,  except  in 
proceedings  to  aid  a  valid  corpora- 
tion. The  legal  existence  of  the 
corporation,  as  such,  is  a  jurisdic- 
tional fact.  (The  People  ex  rd, 
Bearddey  agt.  Van  VaUcenburgh, 
63  5ar*.,  105.) 

2.  The  county  judge  ac(juires  his  ju- 
risdiction to  make  his  orders,  in 
these  cases,  from  the  statute ;  and 
can  act  only  by  virtue  of  the  au- 
thority so  conferred.    (Id.) 

3.  Tax-payers  of  a  town,  as  such, 
have  no  right  to  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  issue  of  town  bonds 
by  commissioners  appointed  for 
that  purpose  by  a  county  judge, 
on  the  ground  that  such  issue,  if 
allowed  to  be  made,  will  probably 
result  in  increasing  the  taxation  of 
the  town  at  some  foture  time; 
when  it  is  not  claimed  that  the 
plaintifls  have  any  interest,  except 
such  as  is  common  to  all  tax -payers 
of  the  town,  (Ayres  agt.  LaxD- 
rence,  63  Barb.,  454.) 

4.  It  does  not  alter  the  principle  that 
the  action  purports  to  be  com- 
menced in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
and  all  other  persons,  standing  in 
a  like  situation,  who  may  desire 
to  avail  tliemselves  of  it.    (Id) 

6.  Proceedings  under  the  "  bonding 
acts  "  have  always  been  reviewed 
on  certiorari;  and  all  objections 
affecting  the  legality  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, or  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  county  judge,  are  available  on 
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such  review.  Express  authority 
for  thu^  reviewing  them  is  given 
bv  the  act  of  1871.  {Lam  of  1871, 
chap.  025,  §  4.)  Per  Talcott,  J. 
(Id.) 

BROKER 

1.  A  party  having  employed  a  broker 
to  sell  real  estate,  may,  notwith- 
standing, negotiate  himself ;  and  if 
he  does  so  without  any  agency  of 
the  broker,  he  is  not  liable  to  the 
latter  for  a  commission.  To  en- 
title the  broker  to  liis  commission, 
he  must  be  an  efficient  agent  in 
or  the  procuring  cause  of  the  con- 
tract. {McGlave  agt.  Paine,  49  JT. 
F.  Ry  561.) 


c. 

CARRIERS. 

1.  The  rule  is  now  well  settled  that 
a  common  carrier  may  limit  his 
common-law  liability,  in  certain 
particulars,  and,  to  a  certain  extent, 
by  express  contract  with  the  owner 
or  shipper  of  goods.  ( Westcott  agt. 
Fargo,  68  Baii.,  349.) 

2.  But  carriers  cannot  limit  their  lia- 
bility by  a  mere  notice,  even 
though  the  notice  is  brought  to 
the  knowledge  of  the  person  whose 
property  they  carry.  It  must  be 
by  express  contract.    (Id.) 

3.  In  cases  where  a  receipt  has  been 
given  by  a  carrier  for  the  goods, 
containing  a  clause  limiting  ana 
restricting  his  liability,  it  has  gene- 
rally, if  not  uniformly,  been  held 
that  whether  such  receipt  was  to 
be  regarded  as  a  contract,  depend- 
ed upon  the  question  whether  the 
owner  of  the  goods,  in  taking  the 
receipt,  knew  its  contents,  or  was 

,to  be  presumed  to  know  them.- 
(Id.) 

4.  If  he  knew,  or  was  presumed  to 
have  known,  from  the  nature  of 
the  transaction,  the  law  infers  his 


assent,  and  makes  it  the  contract 
between  the  parties.  Otherwise 
there  is  no  masting  of  minds,  and 
no  express  contract    (Id.) 

5.  A  notice,  at  the  head  of  a  receipt 
given  by.  an  express  company,  for 
freight,' stating  that  shippers  must 
have  the  value  of  their  packages 
inserted  in  such  receipt,  otherwLse 
the  company  will  not  be  responsi- 
ble for  an  amount  over  fifty  dollars, 
is  insufficient  to  constitute  a  con- 
tract, where  it  is  not  proven  to 
have  been  brought  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  shipper.  (Fibel  agt. 
Limngston,  64  Barb,,  179.) 

6.  It  is  well  settled,  in  this  state,  that 
it  is  lawful  for  common  carriers  to 
limit,  by  contract  with  their  ship- 
pers, the  extent  of  their  liability 
for  loss  or  damage,  on  the  articles 
conveyed.    (Id.) 


CASES  COMMENTED  ON,  DIS- 
TINGUISHED OR  DISAP- 
PROVED. 

1.  The  cases  of  The  Faryners*  Loan 
and  Tntfft  Co.  agt.  Maltby  (8  Paige, 
861),  and  Doyle  agt.  The  Peerless 
Petroleum  Go.  (44  Barb.,  289),  com- 
mented on,  and  distinguished  from 
the  present  (T^  agt.  Munsan, 
63  Barb.,  31.) 

2.  The  statement  in  Lyon  agt  Gliase 
(51  Barb.,  14),  that  a  release  of  rent 
need  not  be  by  deed,  but  that  there 
may  be  a  presumption  of  payment, 
arising  from  lapse  of  time,  disap- 
proved. (Lyon  agt.  Adde,  63  Bani. , 
89.) 

8.  The  case  of  The  Atlantic  Dock  Go, 
agt.  Libby  (45  K  T.,  499)  com- 
mented on  and  distinguished. 
(Burke  agt  Gandee,  63  Barb.,  552.) 

4.  The  cases  of  Ryan  agt.  Doyle  (40 
How.,  215),  and  BaiUy  agt.  Stone 
(41  id.,  846),  commented  on  and 
distinguished.  (LuUgor  Skgt.  Wal- 
ters, 64  Barb.,  417.) 
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5.  Tbe  cases  of  Smith  agt.  Mv^  (2 
Barb.y  180),  llarrotoer  agt.  Hcaih 
(10  id.y  331),  and  Smith  agt.  Defilin 
(33  iV^.  y],  363),  commented  on  and 
distinguished.  ( WUson  agt  Lester^ 
64  ^r6.,  431.) 

6,  The  dcci^^ions  in  Bamsdorf  agt. 
i>>rrf  (4  i  Barb,  ,211)  and  iSoocA  agt. 
Lufarge  (43  «?.,  616),  held  to  be  er- 
roneous, and  declared  to  have  been 
In  effect  overruled  by  the  court  of 
appeals,  in  Medbury  agt.  Swan  (46 
JV.  r. ,  200).  {Beadi  agt  Eeyndds, 
64  Barb.,  606.) 

Cochrane  agt.  Dinsmore  (court  of 
appeals,  unreported),  considered 
and  distinguished.  (WestcoU  agt 
Farffo,6Lans.,S19.) 

Corning  agt.  Southland  (8  IW/.,  852), 
explained  and  approved.  (McKin- 
ley  agt.  ^oc^er,  6  Lam,,  214.) 

McKirOey  agt  TmcAjw  (59  -Sarft.,  98), 
overruled.  (JfciTtTiZ^agt  Tucker, 
6  Za/i«.,  214.) 

Delamater  agt.  TA^  PsemZ^  (5  ZaTW., 
832),  approved  and  followed.  {New- 
man agt  Tfis  People,  6  Xan«., 460.) 

McNeil  agt.  Ten^A  National  Bank  (46 
JV.  F.,  325),  followed.  {Moore  agt. 
Miller,  QLans,,  896.) 

2%opfo  &«  r«;.  Dileherfigt.  Si.  Stephen^ s 
Church  (3  Lane.,  434),  reversed. 
(iSbm<;  <VM0  (7;i  appeal,  6  Za»«. ,  172. ) 

People  agt.  ^««Mwr«  <?/  Brooklyn  (39 
Jv.  F., 81),  explained.  (P(Wpfeagt 
^M0M(?r9  of  MeehanieviUe,  6  Zatm., 
105.) 

Tra«A^m  agt.  Jones  (14  Bar6. ,  193), 
approved  and  followed.  {Mowers 
agt  Fetters,  6  ZaTW.,  112.) 

Harris  agt  i^Ti*  ^  oZ.  (2  Lans.^  35), 
reversed.  (Harris  agt  .FWwA;  «^  oZ, , 
49  N.  T.  R,  24.) 

Stephens  agt.  /Sin^  (51  .8^ir6.,  582), 
reversed.  {Stephens  agt  Santce, 
49  N.  Y.  iJ.,85.) 


ir<^0r  agt.  ifoftr  (1  Bobt,  388;  19 
^&  Pr.,  299),  questioned.  (^aZ297^y 
agt.  Boran,  49  jY.  F.  i?.,  120.) 

Manhattan  Co.  a?t.  Evertsen  (6  i^^, 
457),  explained.  {Malloney  SLgi.  Ho- 
ran,  49  JV:  F.  i2.,  119.) 


The  Ruloff  Case  (18  iV.  T^  170),  ex- 
ined.     (-Rwj 
F.  .R,  142.) 


plained     {People  agt.  .fim/i^,  49 


Box  agt.  Baekensiose  (12  TT^n^i,  542), 
questioned.  (Marine  Bank  ef  Chi- 
cago agt  Fan  Bi^nt,  49  JV;  F.  ii., 
16.) 

Einney  agt.  £»frmm  ^  al.  (2  Lans., 
492),  reversed.  (Kinney  agt.  iTiitr- 
»an,  49  iV:  F.  iJ.,  164.) 

Jform  agt.  i&ftrford  (18  N.  F,  652), 
explained.  (Kinney  agt  Kiernan^ 
49  iV:  F.  iJ.,  169.) 

PAfZ^jM  agt  Rens.  and  S.  R  R  Co. 
(87  Ba^b. ,  642),  reversed.  (Phillips 
agt  i2i;n«.  and  >9.  i2.  12.  C7d.,49 
N.  F  A,  177.) 

Whittaker  agt.  Jfon.  iJ.  iJ:  Cb.  (Eno. 
com.  pleas,  1870),  explained. 
(Phillips  agt  i2i;/2«.  and  S.  R  R 
Co.,49N.r.R,  181.) 

rA<?mp«>»i  agt.  jphf^o  (58  Barb.,  675 ; 
44  fiiwo.  Pr.,  176),  reversed. 
(Thompson  agt.  l^ar^<?,  49  i\r.  F. 
12. ,  188.) 

People  a0L  Hewitt  (2  Park.  Cr.,  20). 
questioned.  (Kowing  agt.  Manly  et 
al.,49N  FU.,203.) 

Jfenn,  Jr.,  agt  ^Jf.  and  R  R.  R.  Co. 
(8  Lans. ,  443),  reversed,  (l^n,  Jr.^ 
agt.  ^/.  and  E.  R  R  Co.,  49 
IT.  F.  jS.,  204.) 

Letfin  agt.  l?t^««<?»  (42  IT.  F.,  281),  ex- 
plained. (ScoJUid  agt.  TFiftiJMMSM, 
49  -y.  F.  R,  262.) 

Commercial  Bank  of  Ky.  agt  Tomtifn 
(8  2ki7M.,86),  reversed.  {Com$MT' 
eial  Bank  of  Ky.  agt  Vamum,  49 
1^.  F.  R,  269.) 
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Weawr  t^.Barden(S  Lan$,, 888),  re- 
Tcrsed.  {Weaver  agt.  Barden^  49 
K  r.  i?.,  286.) 

Jonei  agt  N,  and  K  T,  2V.  Co,  (50 
Barb.,  108),  criticised  and  limited. 
(McGormick  agt.  Penn,  Cent.  R.  B, 
Co.,  49  N,  r.  JR.,  809.) 

HuhbeU  agt.  F<^h  8choening  (58  ^r&., 
498),  reversed.  (BubbeU  agt  Sehaen- 
tij^,49iV;  Z.i2.,826.) 

Railroad  Co,  agt  Howard  (7  TTaZ/., 
892),  explain^.  (  Kom  agt  Cowdrey 

$t  al.,  49  JV.  r.  ii:,  841.) 

* 

Ara^  agt  Golden  (85  iT.  F.,  462), 
explained.  (WeetfaU  agt  iVe«&7;» 
u<  ai.,  48  iV:  r.  iJ.,  655.) 

Learnsd  agt  /^t^A  (44  K  F.,  618), 
explained.  (FUere  et  aL  agt  i>^- 
l)itf»7W  ei  oZ.,  49  i\r.  F.  iJ.,  867.) 

AUerton  agt  B9^;i  (8  Zarw.,  492), 
reversed.  (AUerton  agt.  BsM^,  49 
K  F.  i?.,  878.) 

Baundere  agt.  ^oon  (8  /.  i2:.  485), 
and  Tappan  M;t  ^^  (15  Werid., 
862),  explainedand  distingaished. 
{Benedust  et  oL  tati,  Ootodm,  49  jY. 
F.  A,  404.) 

.Bj^an  agt.  N.  F.  0.  i?.  -R  Co.  (85  iT. 
F,  210),  explained.  (Ty«»agt.ATr. 
andO.RB.  Co.,4Q  N.  F. &, 427.) 

BabeoektLgt.  L.  8.andIf.8.RR  Co. 
(43  How,  Ft. ,  817),  reversed.  (Bab- 
eoek  SLgL  L.  8.  andM.8RB.  Co., 
49  J^.  F.  H.,  491.) 

Wrwhi  agt.  JV;  F.  a  J2:  A  O?.  (25 
X  F.,  562),  limited  and  explained. 
(Laningagt.  If.  Y,  C,  R  R  Co., 
49  N.  T.R,  580.)    , 

OlapptL^WUmn  (5  2>mt(»,  288),  criti- 
cised. (Ramsrtte  agt.  ISm^  i^toer 
iVat  Bank,  49  i^.  F^., 580.) 

FlBopls  agt  3^<M^ii^  (27  iT.  F,  806), 
questioned.  (Ficple  ex  reL  WiQiam$ 
et  al.  agt.  Haines  et  al.,  49  i\r.  F. 
jB.,  598.) 

Vol.  XLV  67 


CERTIORARI. 

1.  Where,  after  a  return  is  made  to 
a  writ  of  common-law  e&rtiorari, 
the  court  is  satisfied  upon  a  hear- 
ing that  the  writ  was  improvi- 
dently  issued,  or  that  justice  and 
equity,  or  a  regard  to  considera- 
tions of  public  policy  or  public 
inconvenience,  require  sucli  a  de- 
cision in  respect  to  it,  they  will 
dismiss  the  writ  without  passing 
upon  the  merits  upon  the  particu- 
lar questions  raised  or  designed  to 
be  raised  by  it  for  review.  {People 
agt.  Common  Council  of  UUca,  ante, 

2.  This  rule  applied  in  this  case, 
where  the  writ  was  issued  with  a 
view  to  review  and  set  aside  the 
proceedings  of  the  common  coun- 
cil of  the  city  of  Utica  for  all^^d 
irregularities  in  regulating,  grad- 
ing and  pavine  a  portion  of  uene- 
see  street,  in  that  city,  which  pro- 
ceedings had  been  commenced  and 
carriea  on  for  nearly  two  years 
prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  writ, 
and  most  of  the  assessments  there- 
for, other  than  the  relator's,  who 
were  property-owners  thereon,  had 
been  laid  and  collected.    {Id.) 


CHECKS. 

» 

1.  The  defendant  certified  a  check 
drawn  upon  it  as  being  good.  The 

Slaintiff  took  the  check  in  the  or- 
inary  course  of  business,  for  va- 
lue, and  in  eood  faith ;  and  the 
check  tumeaout  to  be  a  forgery. 
Held,  that  it  could  not  be  question- 
ed that  the  bank  was  liable  to 
make  good  its  certificate,  by  pay- 
ing the  check.  {Hagen  agt  Tn& 
Bowery  NaUonal  Bank,  64  Barb.,. 
197.) 

2.  The  principle  on  which  this  lia- 
bility rests  is,  that  since  somebody 
must  be  a  loser  by  the  deceit,  it  is. 
more  reasonable  that  he  who  c(m- 
fides  in  the  deceiver  should,  be  & 
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loser,  than  a  stranger ;  and  has  be- 
come an  establislied  rule*  of  law,  in 
such  cases.    (Id.) 

8.  An  adyertisement  of  the  forgery 
of  a  check,  if  not  brought  home 
to  the  holder,  can  have  no  effect 
whatever  upon  his  right  to  recov- 
er thereon.    (Id.) 


CLAIM  AND   DELIVERY  OF 
PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

1.  The  chapter*  of  the  Code  entitled 
"  Claim  and  Delivery  of  Personal 
Property  "  (chap.  3,  title  7,  §§  206 
to  217,  inclusive),  was  intended  to 
supply  the  provisional  relief  there- 
toibre  obtained  in  the  action  of 
replevin.  It  does  not  change  the 
requisites  to  maintain  the  action. 
(Seofidd  agt.  Whitdegge,  49  N.  T.  R, 
259.) 

2.  The  complaint  must  show  a  right 
of  property  and  of  possession  in 
plaintiff.  An  allegation  of  wrong- 
ful detention  is  not  sufticicnt. 
The  latter  is  a  conclusion  of  law ; 
the  former,  the  facts  upon  which 
it  is  based.  The  facts  must  be 
pleaded,  and  without  them  the 
conclusion  of  law  is  an  immaterial 
statement    {Id.) 

8.  An  omission  to  allege  these  facts 
in  the  complaint  is  not  cured  by 
an  averment  in  the  answer,  deny- 
ing ownership  in  the  plaintin. 
Wnere  the  plaintiff's  case  depends 
upon  a  wronfi^ful  detention  with- 
out a  wrongml  taking,  an  aver- 
ment in  the  complaint  of  a  de- 
mand and  refiisal  is  necessary.  (Id.) 


COMMISSIONERS  OP  APPEALS. 

1.  A  commissioner  of  appeals  is  not 
a  judge  of  the  court  of  appeals, 
and  is  not  prohibited  by  section  21 
of  article  6  of  the  State  constitu- 
tion from  acting  as  referee.  (Settle 
agt.  Van  Ewea,  49  2f.  T.R,  ^.) 


COMMON  CARRIER. 

1.  Where  a  package  contains  money 
or  coin,  and  its  external  appear- 
ance is  in  harmony  with  its  con- 
tents, and,  in  connection  with  the 
size  and  weight  of  the  package, 
indicates  clearly  that  it  is  not  one 
containing  ordinary  merchandise, 
and  there  is  no  claim  that  any  ver- 
bal misstatement  has  been  made 
by  any  one,  or  to  any  one,  as  to  its 
contents,  on  its  delivery  to  an  ex- 
press company  or  common  carrier 
for  transportation,  the  rule  is  that 
the  consignor  is  not  bound  to  vol- 
unteer any  information  to  the  car- 
rier, or  make  any  statement  what- 
ever as  to  its  contents,  unless  he  is 
asked  by  the  carrier.  {GorJiam 
Manvf'g  Go.  agt  Fargo,  ante^  90.) 

2.  The  carrier  is  bound  to  make  the 
inquirv  as  to  the  value  of  the  box 
or  package  delivered  to  him,  and 
the  owner  must  answer  at  his 
peril;  and  if  such  inquiries  are 
not  made,  and  it  is  received  for 
such  price  for  transportation  as  is 
asked  with  reference  to  its  bulk, 
weight  or  external  appearance,  the 
carrier  is  responsible  for  the  loss, 
whatever  may  be  its  value.    (Id.) 


COMPLAINT. 

1.  An  action  by  a  tax-payer  of  a 
town  to  perpetually  enjoin  and 
restrain  commissioners  from  issu- 
ing the  bonds  of  the  town,  for  Uie 
purpose  of  aiding  in  the  construc- 
tion of  a  railroad,  cannot  be  main- 
tained where  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  do  not  snow  that  the 
alleged  commissioners  are  officers 
of  the  town  having  any  authority 
by  le^l  appointment  or  ccAor  of 
appomtment  to  act  as  commission- 
ers for  the  purpose  of  bonding  the 
town.   (Pierce  agt.  Wnghi,  ante^  1.) 

2.  The  only  fa<;t  stated  on  the  sub- 
ject being  that  they  either  are  or 
claim  to  be  commissioners,  with 
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an  allegation  of  i^orance  as  to 
the  trutli  of  the  claim.  This  is  to 
be  construed  most  strongly  against 
the  pleader,  and  it  amounts  to 
this:  That  here  are  certain  per- 
sons who  say  they  are  commis- 
sioners of  the  town,  but  whether 
they  are  so  or  not  we  neither  affirm 
nor  deny.    (Id.) 

8.  An  attempt  or  threat  b>  an  indivi- 
dual or  individuals  to  do  an  act 
which,  when  done,  would  be  a 
nullity,  neither  binding  upon  nor 
injurious  to  any  one,  according  to 
the  allegations  of  fact  in  a  com- 
plaint, or,  for  aught  appears  there 
lays  no  foundation  whatever  for 
an  action  to  restrain  the  commis- 
sion of  such  act    (Id.) 

4.  Where  the  complaint  alleges  and 
charges  that  some  of  the  persons 
signing  the  consents  filed  in  the 
town  clerk*s  office  were  not  tax- 
payers of  the  town,  and  did  not 
even  own  the  property  assessed  to 
them,  and  that  the  owners  had 
never  given  their  consents,  &c. , — 
Jleldy  that  these  and  similar  allega- 
tions of  insufficiency  raise  the  ques- 
tion whether  every  or  any  indivi- 
dual tax-payer  in  the  town  may 
challenge  and  assail  the  facts  as 
they  appear  upon  the  record, 
which  the  statute  makes  evidence, 
by  action  in  this  collateral  way. 

m 

5.  A  complaint  which  seeks  to  re- 
cover money  collected  by  a  public 
officer  with  interest  does  not  thh'e- 
by  contain  two  causes  of  action, 
upon  one  of  which,  the  claim  for 
interest,  the  defendant  cannot  be 
arretted,  (People  agt.  Clark,  ante, 
12.) 

6.  Where  it  is  allqeed  in  the  com- 
plaint  that  one  of  the  defendants, 
a  railroad  company,  issued  certain 
bonds  for  the  sum  of  $1,000  each, 
with  uiterest  coupons  attached, 
and  default  having  been  made  in 
not  paying  the  coupons  according 
to  the  condition  of  said  bonds,  by 
reason  of  which  the  bonds  had  be- 


come due  and  payable;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  owns  a  certain  num- 
ber of  said  bonds  and  coupons 
which  have  long  since  become  due 
and  pajrable,  shows  an  existing 
obligation  to  pay  money,  a  default 
in  its  payment  and  a  right  of  ac- 
tion for  Its  recovery.  (Bangn  agt. 
Blue  Ridge  R  R  Co.,  ante,  169.) 

7.  And  where  it  was  alleged  in  the 
complaint  that  P.,  one  of  the  indi- 
vidual defendants,  by  his  written 
agreement,  promised  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  said  company,  in 
which  plaintiffs^  claim  was  in- 
cluded, such  promise  inured  to 
the  benefit  of  the  creditors.    (Id.) 

8.  The  promise  of  P.  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  company,  t^en  in 
connection  with  the  allegation  that 
he  (with  the  other  defendants) 
fraudulently  conspired  to,  ana 
did,  misappropriate  the  funds  that 
were  specifically  charged  with  the 
payment  tliercof,  raises  such  a 
presumption  of  liability  on  his 
Ijart  as  to  justify  the  court  in  put- 
ting him  to  his  defense,  and  estal)- 
lishes  the  plaintiff^s  claims  to  an 
equitable  relief.  Joint  demurrer 
to  complaint  overruled.    (Id.) 

9.  Where  the  defendant  is  in  default 
by  not  demurring  or  answering, 
the  plaintiff's  application  for  the 
relief  demanded  in  his  complaint 
may  be  denied  notwithstanding. 
In  an  equity  action,  although  no 
demurrer  or  answer  is  interposed, 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  tiie 
judgment  asked  for  in  his  com- 
plaint as  a  matter  of  course.  (Pum- 
pelly  agt  ViUoffe  of  Owego,  arUe, 
219.) 

10.  By  the  default  the  defendant's 
right  was  not  waived  to  appear 
and  object  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
tbe  court,  and  that  the  complaint 
did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The 
Code  expressly  reserves  the  rifl^t 
to  a  defendant,  though  the  olrjec- 
tion  be  not  taken  either  by  de- 
murrer or  answer.    (Id.) 
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11.  Under  a  general  or  specific  de- 
nial of  any  put  of  the  complaint 
which  the  plaintiff  is  required  to 

grove  to  maintain  his  action,  the 
efendant,  upon  principle  and  au- 
thority, is  at  all  times  at  liberty  to 
prove  anything  tending  to  show 
that  plaintiff's  allegation  is  untrue. 
(Schaus  agt  MauMttan  Gas-Ught 
Co,,  ante,  481.) 

12.  Where  a  complaint  does  not  allege 
that  an  execution,  issued  upon  a 
judgment,  was  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  where  the 
Judgment  debtor  then  resided,  the 
complaint  is  not  aided  by  an  aver- 
ment that  such  execution  was  re- 
tupied  ntUla  bona.  (Payne  agt. 
Sheldon,  68  Barb,,  169.) 


CONSIDERATION. 

1.  While  in  deeds  and  other  instru- 
ments a  party  may,  for  certain 
purposes,  prove  the  consideration 
to  have  been  different  from  that 
expressed,  such  evidence  is  not 
admissible  to  contradict  an  a^ree- 
ment  or  covenant  to  pay  a  certain 
sum.  (DekMnaier  agt.  Bush,  ante, 
882.) 

2.  The  principle  that  previou9  oral 
ne^tfations  are  merged  in  the 
writing  is  also  a  reason  why  such 
proof  should  not  be  admitted  in 
the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake. 
(Id.) 

8.  Where,  in  an  action  upon  a  writ- 
ten agreement,  the  oral  evidence 
discl(Med  that  the  parties  to  the 
action,  between  themselves,  fixed 
$450  as  the  sum  to  be  paid  by  the 
defendants  as  rent  for  a  stone 
quarry  entirely  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  from  another  person  a 
portion  of  that  sum,  when  as  be- 
tween themselves  $250  was  all 
that  was  to  be  paid  b^  the  defend- 
ant,— Reldy  that  if  this  was  true,  it 
was  a  fraud  which  a  party  was  not 
allowed  to  set  up  as  a  defense. 
(Id.) 


CONSTABLE. 

1.  A  constable  has  such  an  interest  in 
property  upon  which  he  has  levied, 
by  virtue  of  executions,  as  will 
enable  him  to  maintain  an  action 
to  recover  the  possession  thereof 
from  one  who  has  purchased  the 
same  of  the  defendant  in  the  exe- 
cutions, after  levy.  (EuetLgUBsfTp, 
68  Barb.,  40.) 

2.  Persons  summoned  to  attend  a  cir- 
cuit court,  or  court  of  oyer  and  ter- 
miner, as  marshals  or  constables, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Revis- 
ed Statutes  (2  li.  8.,  800^  §§  88, 84, 
Edm,  ed.),  are,  pro  hoe  ttce,  consta- 
bles for  the  purpose  for  which  they 
are  called,  and  are  so  constituted 
by  virtue  of  the  statute  and  the 
power  conferred  upon  the  shoiff 
to  summon  them.  To  entitle  them 
to  their  fees,  it  is  enough  that  they 
are  summoned  and  attending,  rea- 
dy to  perform  their  duties  as  con- 
stables. (The  People  ex  rel.  Cvrry 
agt.  Qreen,  64  Barb.,  408.) 


CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  The  act  recently  passed  by  the 
legislature  of  1878,  called  *'The 
habitual  criminal  act,*^  is  not  un- 
conetUutional,  as  violating  that 
provision  of  article  1  of  the  con- 
stitution which  ^declares  that 
* '  trial  by  jury,  in  all  cases  in  which 
it  has  heretofore  been  used,  shall 
remain  inviolate  forever."  (People 
agt.  McCarthy,  ante,  97.) 

2.  Nor  does  the  act  violate  that  pro- 
vision of  the  constitution  which 
declares  that  **  no  person  shall  be 
subject  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy 
for  the  same  offense,'*  but  is  valid 
80  far  as  any  constitutional  objec- 
tion is  concerned.    (Id) 

8.  Constructicm  of  the  act,  and  the 
duty  of  ofiicen  to  make  arrests 
under  it,  stated.    (Id,) 

4  The  act  contains  Uie  following 
clause:  **  And  that  he  or  she  has 
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at  some  time,  been  convicted  of 
any  of  the  crimes  herein  named." 
In  tlie  case  of  the  defendant  War- 
ner, there  was  an  al)sence  of  any 
evidence  that  he  had  ever  been 
convicted  of  any  crime,  as  re- 
quired by  the  act,  and  he  was 
therefore  discharged.    (Id.) 


5.  This  does  not  require  a  rehearing 
of  the  case  bv  the  court  of  review, 
but  only  of  the  evidence.  The 
whole  of  the  evidence  and  the 
proceedings  may  be  brought  up 
(as  in  this  case)  by  certiorari^  and 
the  rehearing  had  upon  the  record. 
(M) 

6.  Unda*  the  district  court  act  (Zatr« 
of  1857)  the  common  council  of 
the  city  of  New  York  had  au- 
thority to  adopt  the  resolution  in 
March,  1870,  in  pursuance  of 
which  the  plaintiff  was  appomted 
jardloT  of  the  sixth  district  court 
of  said  city,  at  an  annual  salary  of 
$1,500.  {JSuUivan  agt.  Mayor^  dc., 
If,  r.,  ante,  162.) 

7.  "An  act  to  make  provision  for 
the  government  of  the  city  of  New 
York  "  passed  in  1869,  ordinarily 
called  the  city  tax  levy,  contains 
a  provision  in  terms  (§  11)  pro- 
hibiting the  common  council  or 
any  head  of  department  of  the 
dty  of  New  York  from  creating 
any  new  office  or  department,  or 
increasing  the  salary  of  those  in 
office,  except  as  provided  by  acts 
of  the  legislature.    (Id.) 

8.  Assuming  that  the  position  of 
janitor  can  fklrly  be  called  an  offi- 
cer within  the  sense  of  this  prohi- 
bition, and  also  that  said  prohibi- 
tion was  not  limited  in  its  operation 
to  the  year  1869,  then  the  question 
aiises,  is  the  same  unconstitutional 
and  void  ?  BeUL,  that  it  is  uncon- 
stitutional, 1st.  Because  being  a 
local  law,  it  must  be  deemed  to  be 
another  and  different  subject  from 
that  embraced  in  the  general  pro- 
visions of  the  act  2d.  Because  its 
object  or  subject  is  not  expressed 
in  the  title  of  the  act    (Id.) 


9.  The  forcible  examination  (under 
an  order  of  the  coroner)  of  a  fe- 
male prisoner  bv  ^h^sicians,  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  evidence 
that  she  had  been  pregnant  and 
had  been  delivered  of  a  child 
within  two  or  three  weeks  pre- 
vious, was  in  violation  of  the  con- 
stitution, which  declares  that  *'  no 
person  shall  be  compelled,  in  any 
cilminal  case,  to  be  a  witness 
against  himself."  (People  agt 
McCoy,  ante,  2iQ.) 

10.  There  is  no  allegation  m  this 
complaint  brining  the  case  within 
an^r  acknowle&ed  head  of  equity 
jurisdiction.  The  charge  that  the 
corporation  intend  to  proceed,  and 
will  proceed  unless  restrained,  not 
only  to  collect  the  tax  in  question, 
but  from  time  to  time  to  assess 
and  tax  the  plaintiff's  property  for 
similar  purposes,  amounts  to  no- 
thing in  that  direction.  (Pumpdly 
Hgi,  Village  of  Owego,  ante,  219.) 

11.  Where  the  defendant  is  in  default 
by  not  demurring  or  answering, 
the  plaintiff's  application  for  the 
relief  demanded  m  his  complaint 
may  be  denied  notwithstanding. 
In  an  equity  action,  although  no 
demurrer  or  answer  is  interposed, 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the 
judgment  asked  for  in  his  com- 
plaint as  a  matter  of  course.    (Id.) 

CONTEMPT. 

1.  A  justice  of  the  peace,  holding  a 
court  of  special  sessions,  has  juris- 
diction and  authority  to  punish  a 
person  as  for  a  crwninal  contempt  of 
such  court  for  willfully  and  con- 
temptuously refusing  to  be  sworn 
as  a  witness  by  or  before  such 
court,  or  by  or  before  such  jus- 
tice, while  holding  such  court  as  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  he  having 
been  duly  subpeenacd  as  a  witness. 
(BotDen  agt.  Hunter,  ante,  198.) 

CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Although  courts,  in  some  cases, 
have  held  corporations  to  be  per- 
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90719^  inhabUanti  and  retidenUy  yet 
this  has  been  by  construction,  and 
for  special  purposes;  such  as  ta 
create  an  equaUtjr  *of  liability  to 
taxation^  and  to  confer  power  to 
bring  or  institute  actions,  the  same 
as  citizens.  And,  for  general  pur- 
poses, and  for  other  special  pur- 
poses, they  are  held  not  to  be  resi- 
dents. Per  Potter,  J.  (The  Peo- 
ple agt.  Sehoonmaktr^  63  Barb.^  44.) 

2.  The  word  "resident,"  occurring 
in  the  constitution  or  in  a  statute, 
ordinarily  means  an  individual — a 
citizen — ^and  does  not  mean  a  cor- 
poration.   (Id.) 

8.  Upon  the  death  of  a  stockholder 
in  a  corporation,  intestate,  and  the 
appointment  of  administrators  of 
his  estate,  and  their  acceptance  of 
the  trust,  such  administrators  be- 
come, by  operation  of  law,  vested 
with  the  legal  title  to  the  stock, 
and,  consequently,  stockholders  of 
the  company,  representing  the  es- 
tate of  then:  intestate.'  (Matter  of 
the  North  SJtore  Staten  Idaihd  Fer- 
ry Co.,  OS  Barb,,  666.) 

4.  As  such,  they  have  all  the  rights 
appertaining  to  the  ownership  of 

.the  stock;  one  of  which  is  the 
right  of  voting  at  elections  of  di- 
rectors of  the  company.    (Id.) 

5.  As  a  rule,  the  purchaser  or  as- 
signee of  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  in  a  corporation  acquires  no 
other  or  better  title  than  the  seller 
or  assignor  has,  and  takes  it  subject 
to  the  legal  and  equitable  rights  of 
third  persons.  ( Weaver  agt  Bar- 
den,  49  N,  Y.  B.,  386.) 


COSTa 

1.  Where  the  court  of  appeals  af- 
firms an  order  of  the  supreme 
court  reversing  a  judgment  entered 
upon  the  repoit  of  a  referee  and 
granting  a  new  trial,  and  renders 
judgment  absolute  for  the  defend- 
ants with  costs,  the  awarding  of 


costs  by  that  court  entitles  the  de- 
fendants to  costs  from  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  notwith- 
standing the  costs  were  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court  or  referee 
below,  and  none  were  allowed  to 
the  plaintiff  on  recovering  judg- 
ment. ( Von  Keller  agt  ScfitMny, 
ante,  139.) 

2.  In  an  action  intended  to  be  for 
fraud,  and  the  summons  is  for 
relirf,  the  plaintiff,  by  his  complaint 
on  a  promissory  note  only,  is  enti- 
tled to  the  same  costs  only  as  if  he 
had  properly  commenced  his  ac- 
tion by  summons  for  money  where 
the  defendant  fails  to  answer. 
(Fcmnpagt.  Ally n,  ante,  442.) 

3.  Beadjustment  of  costs  ordered  for 
reasons  contained  in  fourteen  dif- 
ferent statements,  which  contain 
the  only  proper  syllabus  to  the 
case,  as  any  abbreviation  of  them 
would  not  present  all  the  points 
decided.  (Agricultural  Ins,  Co. 
agt.  Bean,  ante,  444.) 

4  The  supreme  court  possesses  no 
power  to  award  costs  in  an  action 
pending,  at  the  time,  in  a  county 
court.  Nor  has  a  county  court  or 
county  clerk  the  power  to  order 
costs  accruing  in  the  supreme 
court  to  be  aadcd  to  a  judgment 
rendered  by  the  county  court 
(Humiston  agt.  Ballard,  63  BaHt,, 

9.) 

5.  In  an  action  to  which  the  people 
are  a  party,  costs  are  not  in  the 
discretion  or  the  court.  (The  PeO' 
pteex  rel.  Furman  agt  Olute,  68 
Barb.,  356.) 

6.  In  an  action  brought  for  the  por- 

Eose  of  having  certain  deeds  of 
inds  worth  $30,000  declared  to  be 
mortgages,  and  that  the  defendant 
held  the  title  as  trustee,  the  referee 
found  against  the  plaintiffs,  and 
reported  that  the  deeds  were  abso- 
lute and  vested  the  fee  in  the  de- 
fendant, free  of  any  trust  or  con- 
dition. On  a  motion  by  the  de- 
fendant for  an  additional  allow- 
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ance, — J9Wrf,  1.  Tkat  Uie  case  came 
within  the  provisions  of  section 
809  of  the  Code,  as  it  now  stands 
amended.  2.  That  the  basis  of 
estimate  was  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty directly  affected  by  the  judg- 
ment; that  being  the  **  subject- 
matter  involved.  {Burke  agt 
Candee,  63  Barb.,  552.) 

7.  An  additional  allowance  is  made 
by  way  of  an  indemnity  to  the 
party  succeeding  in  the  litigation. 
(Id.) 

8.  The  court  must  fix  the  amount  to 
be  allowed.  Subject  to  the  limita- 
tion in  the  statute,  that  the  maxi- 
mum shall  not  exceed  five  per  cent 
"  on  the  amouot  of  the  recovery 
or  clahn  or  subject-matter  in- 
volved," the  sum  will  depend 
upon  the  proper  deductions  from 
the  proofs  submitted  as  to  the  in- 
demnity needed  for  actual  expemes 
in  the  action,  necessarily  or  rea- 
9onaMy  incurred  beyond  the  taxa- 
ble costs  allowed  by  statute  to  the 
prevailing  party.    (Id.) 

9.  Where  the  value  of  the  property 
sought  to  be  affected  by  the  judg- 
ment was  $30,000,  and  the  law  of 
trusts  and  trustees  was  involved  in 
and  considered  in  connection  with 
the  evidence  at  the  hearing  and 
upon  the  argument  of  the  cause ; 
the  trial  before  the  referee  contin- 
ued thirty  days;  a  large  number 
of  witnesses  were  examined,  and 
numerous  pieces  of  documentary 
evidence  and  private  writings  were 
produced  and  examined ;  and,  l)e- 
sides  the  time  so  occupied  before 
the  referee,  the  counsel  spent  about 
the  same  number  of  days  in  pre- 
paring the  cause  for  trial ;  and  tlie 
fees  of  the  referee  were  $875. — 
Held,  thajt  this  was  a  case  both 
"  eximordinary  "  and  "diflBcult" 
in  its  features,  within  the  section 
of  the  Code  permitting  a  further 
allowance  to  be  made  to  the  pre- 
vailing party.    (Id. ) 

10.  Where  there  is  a  cause  of  action 
belonging  to  a  class  of  which  a 


justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdic- 
tion, a  verdict  upon  it  conclusive- 
ly establishing  that  the  plaintifTs 
cause  of  action  was  less  than  $200, 
and  therefore  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and 
a  recovery  is  had  for  less  than  fif- 
t^  dollars,  the  plaintiff  is  not  en- 
titled to  costs.  (Lultgor  agt  Wal- 
ters, U  Barb.,  417.) 

11.  And  by  section  806  of  the  Code, 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  costs, 
unless  the  plaintiff  be  entitled  to 
costs  by  virtue  of  secticn  804. 
(Id.) 

12.  Where  it  is  clear  that  a  justice^s 
court  would  have  jurisdiction  of 
the  class  of  actions  to  which  the 
suit  belongs,  the  plaintiff  cannot, 
by  demanding  over  $200  damages 
in  this  cour^  entitle  himself  to 
costs,  upon  a  recovery  of  less  than 
fifty  dollars.    (Id.) 

18.  In  a  case  where  costs  are  given  to 
a  party  by  statute,  the  party's  right 
to  them  is  absolute,  and  the  court 
has  no  discretion.  Hence  the  judg- 
ment will  not  be  set  aside  because 
the  costs  are  inserted  therem  with- 
out any  application  having  been 
first  made  to  the  court,     (m.) 

14.  Costs  on  appeal  in  an  action  at  law 
are  in  the  aiscretion  of  the  court 
only  when  the  iudgment  is  re- 
versed in  part  and  affirmed  in  part, 
or  where  a  new  trial  is  granted. 
The  addition  to  a  judgment  in  this 
court  of  tlie  words,  '*  with  costs," 
or  '*  without  costs,"  cannot  affect 
the  right  of  the  prevailing  party 
in  such  action.  (Ayers  agt.  Tm 
W,  R.  C(yrp.,  4  K  T.  JR.,  660.) 


COUNTER-CLAIM. 

1.  In  an  action  by  the  owners  of  a 
stave-mill  to  recover,  upon  a  con- 
tract, for  cutting  a  quantitr  of 
staves  at  their  mill  for  the  defend- 
ant, at  a  certain  price  per  thou- 
sand, a  claim  of  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiffs,  for  convert- 
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Ing  to  their  own  use  a  large  quan- 
tity of  tiie  staves,  cull  staves  and 
comer  pieces,  made  from  the  stave 
bolts  or  the  defendant,  which  were 
drawn  to  the  plaintiffs*  mill  to  be 
cut  into  staves,  arises  out  of  the 
plaintiff^*  claim,  and  is  connected 
with  the  subject  of  the  action. 
Hence,  it  is  admissible  as  a  coun- 
ter-claim under  the  Code,  section 
150.  ( Wadley  agt.  Dam,  68  Barh, 
500.) 

2.  A  counter-claim,  as  now  used  and 
understood,  includes  recoupment 
and  set-off.  ( Wilder  agt.  B^nU/n, 
63  Barb,,  547.) 

8.  In  an  action  for  money  paid,  and 
for  manufacturing  ninety-six  fire 
extinguishers  for  the  defendant,  at 
his  request,  amounting  to  $1,200, 
a  balance  of  $1,076  being  claimed 
as  due,  the  answer,  after  setting 
up  a  general  denial,  alleged  that, 
in  consideration  of  an  agreement 
bv  the  defendant  that  he  would 
allow  the  plaintiffs  the  privilege  of 
making  and  vending  100  fire  extin- 
guishers, of  which  the  defendant 
was  the  patentee,  the  plaintiffs 
undertook  and  agreed  to  manufac- 
ture and  sell  the  same,  within  a 
reasonable  time,  and  from  the  pro- 
ceeds to  allow  and  pay  the  defend- 
ant one-third  of  the  net  proceeds 
of  such  sales,  and  that  they  wholly 
failed  to  keep  their  agreement; 
whereby  the  defendant  sustained 
$2,500  damages.  Hdd,  that  the 
answer  centamcd  all  the  facts  es- 
sential to  a  well  stated  counter- 
claim, and  necessary  to  sustain  it 
as  such.    (Id.) 

4.  In  an  action  to  restrain  the  in- 
frin^ment  of  a  trade-mark  and 
for  damages,  a  cause  of  action  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  against  the 
plaintiff  for  infringing  the  same 
trade-mark,  claimed  in  the  com- 

Slaint  to  have  l)een  violated  by  the 
efendant,  is  not  a  subject  of 
counter-claim.  Accordingly,  affir- 
mative relief  to  the  defendant  in 
the  action,  restraining  the  plaintiff 
from  using  the  trade-mark  claimed 


In  his  complaint,  and  damages  for, 
use  of  the  same,  is  erroneous. 
(Olen  dh  Hall  Manufaeiuring  Co. 
agt  HaU,  6  Lans.,  158.) 

5.  A  claim  of  defendant  against 
plaintiff,  arising  out  of  partner- 
ship transactions  between  them, 
the  partnership  being  terminated 
before  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  may  be  set  up  as  a  counter- 
claim in  an  action,  on  contract, 
and  the  amount  due  defendant  as 
such  partner  may  be  ascertained 
by  an  accounting  between  the  par- 
ties. (Clift  agt.  Northrop,  6  Lam,, 
880.) 

6.  The  answer  set  up,  in  relation  to 
such  counter-claim,  that  the  part- 
nership terminated  at  a  certain 
day,  which  was  several  months 
before  the  commencement  of  the 
action.  Tliat  plamtiff  conducted 
the  business  and  acted  as  financial 
manager,  and  had  possession  of 
the  funds  and  all  payments,  and 
that  he  had  in  his  possession  all 
the  capital  and  profits  of  the  busi- 
ness. Udd,  it  sufficiently  appeared 
from  these  allegations  that  the 
counter-claim  was  in  existence  &t 
the  commencement  of  the  action. 
(Id.) 

See  Abatement  and  Revival,  1. 
Co7i£r  agt.  Dempsey  (Mem.\  49  if. 
r.  R,  665. 


COUNTY  TREASURER. 

1.  A  county  treasurer  is  a  public 
officer,  and  receives  moneys  of  the 
county  and  tlie  state  in  a  fiduciary 
capacity,  and  has  certain  duties  to 
perform  with  those  moneys,  and 
IS  not  at  liberty  to  use  them  him- 
self   (People  agt.  Clark,  ante,  12.) 

2«  Where  he  converts  such  moneys  to 
his  own  use,  it  is  a  distinct  and 
serious  breach  of  trust,  for  which 
the  Code  provides  that  he  may  be 
arrested.    (Id.) 
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COURT  OP  OYER  AND   TER- 
MINER 

1.  A  decision  of  the  supreme  court, 
reversing  a  conviction  in  the  oyer 
and  terminer  and  granting  a  new 
trial,  is  a  judgment  within  the 
meaning  of  chapter  82  laws  of 
1852,  and,  as  far  as  that  court  U 
concerned,  is  final.  A  writ  of 
error,  therefore,  lies  to  review 
such  judgment.  (The  People  agt. 
BenneU,  4  iV.  F.  R,  187.) 

2.  Upon  a  trial  in  the  court  of  oyer 
and  terminer  the  court  has  no 
power  to  grant  a  motion  to  dis- 
charge the  prisoner  upon  the 
ground  that  the  corpus deHetihaa 
not  been  proven.  After  the  trial 
has  commenced  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  must  be  pronounced ;  but  this 
may  be  done  under  the  advice  and 
direction  of  the  court  All  ques- 
tions of  law  arising  upon  a  criminal 
trial  are  to  be  determined  bv  the 
court,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
jury  to  regard  and  abide  by  such 
determination.  Where  the  case, 
therefore,  presents  a  question  or 
law  only,  the  court  may  and  it  is 
its  duty  to  instruct  the  jury  to 
acquit  the  prisoner,  or  direct  an 
acquittal  and  enforce  the  direc- 
tion ;  and  a  refusal  to  give  such 
instruction  or  direction  in  a  proper 
case  is  error.  If  the  prosecution 
leave  some  element  necessary  to 
constitute  the  crime  entirely  un- 

g roved,  it  is  a  clear  case  for  the 
iterposition  of  the  court    (Id,) 


COViJfTANT. 

1.  A  covenant  for  quiet  er^foyment 
in  a  lease  relates  only  to  the  les- 
sor's title,  and  means  that  the  les- 
see shall  not  be  evicted  by  a  para- 
mount title,  but  does  not  secure 
undisturbed  enjoyment  where 
there  is  no  eviction  from  the  pre- 
mises. (Coddington  agt.  Jhinham^ 
ante,  40.) 

2.  The  question  whether  a  fiiilure  to 
insure  a  supply  of  croton  water 
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amounts  to  an  evioUon  must  de- 
pend upon  the  necessity  of  the 
supply  for  the  purposes  of  the 
tenement  and  the  lessor's  liability 
to  keep  it  up,  and  4hat  liability 
can  exist  only  where  the  lessor 
has  obligated  himself  so  to  do. 
Where  no  such  obligation  exists  in 
the  lease,  none  can  be  implied. 
(Id.) 

8.  Where  the  utmost  of  the  lessor's 
obligation  is  shown  to  be  only  a 
negkU  to  repair^  it  is  well  settled 
that  he  is  not  bound  to  repair  ex- 
cept by  express  agreement    (Id.) 

4  Where  there  is  no  obligation  in 
the  lease  to  keep  up  a  supply  of 
croton  water,  it  k)11ows  that  a 
caurUer-cUjMn  for  damages,  which 
is  based  upon  such  assumed  obli- 
gation, must  also  fail.    (Id.) 


CREDITOR'S  SUIT. 

1.  In  an  action,  in  the  nature  of  a 
creditor's  bill,  to  reach  property  in 
the  hands  of  a  third  person,  alleged 
to  be  held  for  the  debtor's  benefit, 
the  decision  of  a  referee,  upon  ap- 
peal on  the  exceptions  to  findings 
of  &ct.  is  to  be  considered  at 
general  term  in  view  of  all  the 
evidence,  and  to  be  reversed  or 
affirmed  according  to  the  conclu- 
sion of  fact  which  shall  be  arrived 
at  by  the  court.  (Shepherd  agt 
Hia.^Lane.,  887.) 

See  Wetmore  agt.  Candee  (Mem)^  49 
N.  T.  R,  667. 


CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  Upon  a  writ  of  error  to  review  a 
conviction  for  murder,  had  in  a 
court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  it  is 
not  sufficient  that  the  records  of 
the  court  below  show  a  conviction 
and  sentence.  It  must  be  made 
expressly  to  appear,  by  a  distinct 
statement  in  the  record  sent  up  as 
a  part  of  the  return,  that  the  prison- 
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er  was  asked,  after  his  oonTiction, 
what  he  had  to  say  why  judgment 
should  not  be  pronounced  against 
him.  The  omission  ofsuch  a  state 
ment  is  fatal  to  the  judgment. 
(Oraham  agt.  The  People,  6a  Barb., 
468.) 

d.  Where  a  court  of  oyer  and  termi- 
ner, in  its  return  to  a  writ  oi ^certio- 
rari, adhered  to  the  return  made 
by  it  to  a  writ  of  error,  as  contain- 
ing the  only  authentic  record  of 
its  judgment  in  the  premises,  and 
declined  in  any  way  to  alter  and 
amend  its  minutes  without  the 
direction,  order  or  permission  of 
this  court  (although  they  were  er- 
roneous), for  the  reason  that  **  the 
record  of  judgment**  was  before 
this  court  by  the  return  to  the  writ 
of  error, — neld,  that  in  taking  this 
position  the  court  of  oyer  and  ter- 
miner had  mistaken  the  law  and 
practice ;  inasmuch  as,  in  modem 
times,  the  tery  record  itself  is  not 
sent  up  on  a  writ  of  error,  but 
only  a  transcript ;  and,  for  the 
purposes  of  an  amendment,  the 
record  remains  in  the  court  below. 
(Zd) 

3.  The  motion  to  amend  a  record  of 
a  court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  after 
a  return  has  been  made  to  a  writ 
of  error,  should  not  be  made  in 
the  supreme  court  If  improper 
matter  has  been  inter[>oIated  in 
the  minutes  constituting  a.  part  of 
the  return,  without  the  authority 
of  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer, 
and  which  is  no  part  of  its  record, 
ihsX  court  should  direct  such  mat- 

'  ter  to  be  expunged  from  its  min- 
utes.   (Id.) 

4.  Where  the  return  shows  that  a 
part  of  the  minutes  embraced 
therein  is  not  the  record  of  the  court 
below,  but  is  in  legal  effect  a  for- 
gery, and  should  have  been  ex- 
punged by  the  court  below  from 
its  minutes,  the  effect  of  the  return, 
taken  altogether,  must  be  to  pro- 
duce the  same  result,  in  this  court, 
as  though  the  interpolated  matter 
had  been  expunged.    (Id.) 


5.  The  same  roles  must  govern 
the  examination  of  a  prisoner  on 
trial,  when  he  avails  himself  of 
his  privilege  to  become  a  witness, 
as  apply  to  any  other  witness. 
(Marx  agt  T?u  People,  63  Barb., 
618.) 

6.  One  of  these  rules  is  that  a  party 
cannot,  upon  cross-examination  of 
a  witness  for  the  adverse  party, 
draw  out  collateral  statements, 
not  material  to  the  issue  on  trial, 
and  then  contradict  such  state- 
ments. He  is  concluded  by  the 
answer  of  the  wituess.    {Id,) 

7.  When  a  prisoner,  on  his  trial,  is 
examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own 
behalf,  under  the  act  of  the  legis- 
lature of  1869,  it  is  not  competent 
to  imi)each  him  as  a  witness,  nor 
any  other  witness,  by  contradict- 
ing him  as  to  facts  disconnected 
with  or  collateral  to  tlie  subject- 
matter  at  issue  and  on  iriri.  (Bo- 
eenweiff  agt.  Tlie  People,  63  Barb , 
634.) 

8.  No  person  can  be  required  to  come 
into  court,  on  a  tritU  upon  an  in- 
dictment for  a  specific  offense, 
prepared  to  defend  or  explain 
other  transactions,  not  connected 
with  the  one  on  trial.    (Id.) 

9.  The  admission  of  illegal  evidence 
cannot  be  disregarded  or  excused 
upon  the  ground  that  the  other 
evidence  in  the  case  was  sufficient 
to  justify  a  conviction.  The  con- 
viction must  be  had  by  legal  evi- 
dence only.    (Id.) 

10.  Section  22,  2  R.  8.,  740,  has  not 
abolished  the  common-law  record 
in  criminal  cases,  as  is  shown  by 
§4,  2  R.  a,  738;  §10  id.,  739. 
(Oraham  agt  The  P^>ple,  6  Lane., 
149.) 

11.  But  the  statute  does  not  require 
a  formal  common-law  record  of 
iudgraent  to  be  file^  in  the  first 
mstance  or  returned  upon  writ  of 
error.    (Id.) 
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12.  The  return  to  a  writ  of  error  in  a 
capital  case  failing  to  show  that 
the  prisoner  had  been  asked  if  he 
had  anything  to  saj  why  sentence 
should  not  1^  passed,  certiorari  to 
the  oyer  and  terminer  or  clerk, 
as  counsel  should  be  advised,  was 
panted  to  bring  up  such  proceed- 
ings as  might  remain  in  that  court 
or  the  records  thereof,    (/d) 

18.  If  during  his  term  of  punishment 
a  prisoner  escapes  from  jail  or 
state  prison,  where  he  is  confined 
upon  conviction  of  crime,  he  may 
be  retaken  after  the  term  and  held 
to  answer  for  the  residue  of  the 
time  for  which  he  was  imprisoned, 
under  the  provisions  of  §  20,  2  R 
8y  685.  {Haggerty  a«t.  The  People, 
No,  1,  6  iarw.,  832.) 

14  The  provision  of  the  constitution 
(art.  1,  §  6)  which  declares  that 
"  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer 
for  a  capital  or  other  infamous 
crime  *  *  *  unless  on  pre- 
sentment or  indictment  of  a  grand 
jury,"  does  not  affect  the  remedy 
by  '*  information"  to  enforce  pun- 
ishment already  due  under  sen- 
tence.   {Id.) 

15.  The  same  strictness  in  regard  t6 
exceptions  will  not  be  enforced  in 
crimmul  as  in  civil  cases ;  but  the 
court  will  look  at  the  substance 
with  the  view  to  promote  justice. 
A  motion  in  form  for  the  absolute 
discharge  of  a  prisoner  may  be  re- 
garded as,  in  substance,  a  request 
to  direct  an  acquittal,  or  that  the 
court  instinct  the  jury,  as  matter 
of  law,  that  the  prisoner  could  not 
be  convicted.  (The  Peope  agt. 
BenmU.^^K  F.  i2.,  187) 


D. 

DAMAGES. 

I.  A  referee's  error  in  computing  too 
great  a  sum  as  due  the  plaintiff  is 
not  necessarily  ground  for  reversal 
of  his  judgment,  where  the  court 
can  make   the  computation  cor- 


rectly and  direct  a  proper  abate- 
ment. {Mnde  agt  8mwiy  6  Lane., 
464.) 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR.    | 

1.  Where  the  property  of  a  judg- 
ment creditor,  sought  to  be  reached 
and  applied  upon  the  judgment,  is 
real  estate  only,  and  the  debtor 
has  no  other  property  out  of  which 
the  judgment  can  be  satisfied,  and 
that  has  been  conveyed  to  another, 
in  fraud  of  the  judgment,  it  is  not 
essential  to  relief  for  the  judgment 
creditor  to  show  that  execution 
has  been  issued  upon  his  judg- 
ment. (Payne  agt  Sheldon,  & 
Barb.,  169.) 

DECEIT. 

1.  Where  the  evidence  is  sufficient 
to  show  that  deceit  has  been  used 
for  the  purpose  of  brining  a  per- 
son within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
court,  that  he  may  be  served  with 
a  summons  and  thus  subjected  to 
an  action  in  this  court,  the  service 
of  the  summons  will  be  set  aside 
and  vacated.  (Baker  agt.  Wales, 
ante,  137.) 

DEED. 

1.  An  instrument  in  writing,  under 
hand  and  seal,  but  without  a  sub- 
scribing witness  or  acknowledg- 
ment, as  required  by  the  Revis^ 
Statutes,  is  insufficient  to  convey 
real  estate,  and  void  as  against  a 
purchaser  or  incumbrancer.  (Bog- 
gen  agt  Avery,  68  Barb.,  65.) 

DEFENSES. 

1.  Although,  where  a  wife  has  ob 
tained  possession  of  the  husband's 
propertv  firom  his  bailee  by  a  fraud, 
the  bailee  could  maintain  an  ac- 
tion against  both  husband  and 
wife  for  the  wrong,  that  is  not  a 
defense  to  and  will  not  bar  a  re- 
covery by  him  against  the  bailee. 
A  liability  of  a  plaintiff  jointly 
with  another  cannot  be  set  up  as 
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a  bar  to  a  claim  due  bim  individu- 
ally, nor  can  a  conditional  or  de- 
feasible liability  bar  one  which  is 
absolute  and  unconditional.  (Kaw- 
ing  a^  MarUy,  4»  N.  F.  R,,  192.) 

DEPOSITION. 

1.  The  power  of  the  court,  under 
section  401  of  the  Code,  to  ap- 
point a  referee  to  take  the  affidavit 
or  deposition  of  a  pa/rty  for  the 
purposes  of  a  motion,  is  ample 
and  sufiKcient  (Ooekty  agt  Hurd^ 
anUy  70.) 

2.  But  the  papers  on  such  an  appli- 
cation must  disclose  the  necessity 
for  it,  by  a  statement  of  facts  and 
circumstances  which,  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  will  authorize 
the  appointment  of  the  referee. 
{Id.) 

DETERMINATION  OP  CLAIMS 
TO  REAL  PROPERTY. 

1.  A  complaint  in  an  action  to  com- 
pel the  determination  of  claims  to 
real  property,  under  the  provisions 
of  section  449  of  the  Code,  must 
show  by  its  averments  that  plain- 
tiff has  been  for  three  years  in 
possession  of  the  lands  or  tene- 
ments, and  that  both  plaintiff  and 
defendant  claim  an  estate  therein 
in  fee,  or  for  life,  or  for  a  term  of 
years  not  less  than  ten.  (AusUn 
agt  Ooodrieh,  49  N,  F.  i?.,266.) 

2.  Where  the  only  allegation  as  to 
defandant's  claim  is«  that  he  un- 
justly claims  title  to  the  premises, 
it  is  msufflclent,  and  the  complaint 
is  demurrable     (Id.) 

DISCHARGE. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  a  debt 

r'nst  a  debtor  who  has  been 
barged  therefrom  in  bank- 
ruptcy, in  every  case  the  action 
must  be  founded  upon  the  precise 
and  positive  new  promise  made 
after  the  discharge,  and  the  origi- 
nal debt  is  to  be  considered  mere- 


ly as  the  consideration  that  gives 
validity  to  the  new  promise,  {fiu- 
BenbuYp  agt  Boyt^  anUy  147.) 

2.  It  follows  that  inasmuch  as  under 
the  Code  the  plaintiff  is  requfa^ 
to  set  out  the  facts  constituting 
his  cause  of  action,  and  nothing 
else,  the  said  new  promise  must 
be  specially  pleadea  as  the  basis 
of  the  action.    (Id.) 

DISCONTINUANCE. 

1.  A  plaintiff  mav,  with  or  without 
the  consent  of  the  defendants, 
diseontinue  an  action,  but  he  can- 
not thereby,  unless  assented  to  by 
the  defendants,  deprive  them  of 
any  rights  which  they  thenpos- 
sessed.  (Cunningham  agt.  TTAtfo, 
ante,  486.) 

2.  Where  one  of  two  defendants,  in 
an  action  asking  for  an  injunction 
against  them,  is  served  with  the 
summons  and  complaint,  but  does 
not  appear  in  the  action,  and  the 
action  is  discontinued  by  consent 
of  the  attorneys  for  the  respective 
parties,  on  payment  of  costs,  but 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent 

»of  said  defendant  who  did  not  ap- 
pear, and  the  undertakinc^  exe- 
cuted therein  canceled, — I^,that 
the  rights  of  the  defendant,  who 
did  not  appear,  were  not  affected 
by  such  ^scontinuance,  and  the 
order  canceling  the  undertaking 
was  a  nullity,  and  that  upon  en- 
tering the  order  of  discontinuance 
he  had  an  immediate  right  of  ac- 
tion upon  the  undertaking,  it  ap- 
pearing that  his  rights  and  inte- 
rests were  diverse  and  separate 
from  the  other  defendant.    (Id.) 

8.  The  right  of  a  plaintiff  to  diseontinue 
after  an  answer  containing  a  coun- 
ter-claim, and  a  partial  &ial,  is  a 
qualified  one.  The  court  has  a 
right  to  control  its  own  orders,  and 
may  exercise  its  discretion  in  re- 
spect to  the  terms  upon  which 
parties  shall  be  permitted  to  dis- 
continue actions.  (WHd^  agt 
Boynton,  68  Barb.,  547.) 
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DIVORCE. 

1.  A  wife  can  only  be  barred  of 
dower  by  a  eonvicHon  of  adultery 
in  an  action  for  divorce,  and  by 
the  judgment  of  the  court  in  such 
action.    {Pitts  agt.  Pitts,  ante,  45.) 

2.  The  proof  or  admission  upon  the 
record  of  adulterjr,  in  an  action  to 
recover  dower,  will  not  defeat  the 
action  under  the  statutes  of  this 
state.    (Id,) 

8.  A  cohabitation  by  the  husband 
with  the  wife  after  the  commission 
of  adultery  by  her,  with  know- 
ledge of  the  fact,  condones  the  of- 
fense, and  is  an  absolute  bar  to  an 
action  for  divorce.    (Id,) 

4.  There  is  no  longer  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion in  the  husband,  and  it  neces- 
sarily follows  that  there  can  be  no 
eonvtction  for  the  adultery.  This 
decision  affirms  thai  at  special  term, 
in  this  case,  44,  Houj.  Pr.  i?.,  64,  and 
at  general  term,  id, ,  800.    (Id. ) 

5.  An  order,  in  an  action  for  divorce, 
requiring  the  husband  to  pay  a 
sum  necessary  to  enable  the  wife 
to  carry  on  the  suit,  to  be  used  for 
a  specific  purpuse  in  the  suit,  in- 
stead of  lor  the  purposes  of  the 
suit  generally,  is  proper.  (Sehloe- 
mertigt.  Schloemer,  40  N,  T.  i?.,82.) 


DOWER 

I.  A  wife  can  only  be  barred  of 
dower  by  a  eonviction  of  adultery 
in  an  action  for  divorce,  and  by 
the  judgment  of  the  court  in 
such  action.  (Pitts  agt  Pitts,  ante, 
46.) 

%,  The  proof  or  admission  upon  the 
record  of  adultery,  in  an  action  to 
recover  dower,  will  not  defeat  the 
action  under  the  statute  of  this 
state.    (Id.) 

8.  A  cohabitation  by  the  husband 
with  the  wife  after  the  commis- 
sion of  adultery  by  her,   with 


knowledge  of  the  fiict,  condones 
the  offense,  and  is  an  absolute  bar 
to  an  action  for  divorce.    (Id.) 

• 

4.  There  is  no  longer  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion in  the  husband,  and  it  neces- 
sarily follows  that  there  can  be  no 
conviction  for  the  adultery.  This 
decision  qffinns  that  at  special 
term,  in  t'lis  cofc,  44  How.  Pr, 
R.,  64,  a)id  at  general  term,  id., 
800.    (Id.) 

5.  Although  the  statute  in  relation 
to  proceedings  for  admeasurement 
of  dower  does  not  require  any  no- 
tice to  be  given  of  the  meetings 
of  the  commissioners,  yet  such 
notice  is  customary  and  proper, 
and  should  be  given ;  but  where  it 
appears  that  a  party  interested, 
who  complams  of  the  omission  to 
give  such  notice,  knew  of  such 
meetings,  and  that  no  injustice 
had  been  done  him  by  the  de- 
cision,—  Held,  that. the  commis- 
sioners' report  should  be  confirm- 
ed, notwithstanding  no  formal  no- 
tice of  theu:  meetmgs  had  been 

fiven.    (Smith  agt  Smith,  6  Lans. , 
18.) 

6.  No  appeal  can  be  taken,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  from  an  order  confirming 
such  a  report,  unless  the  commis- 
sioners are  appointed  by  the 
county  court  or  a  surrogate ;  but 
an  appeal  to  the  general  term 
from  the  order  of  the  special 
term,  confirming  the  rei)ort  of 
the  commissioners  appointed  by 
the  supreme  court  upon  petition, 
may  be  upheld  under  the  provis- 
ions of  chapter  270,  laws  of  1854, 
which  allows  appeals  to  be  taken 
in  any  special  proceeding  from  an 
order  or  fiAiai  determination  made 
at  special  term  to  the  grand 
term.    (Id.) 

7.  Such  an  appeal  does  not,  how- 
ever, stay  the  proceedings,  with- 
out the  order  of  the  court  or  a 
judge  thereof.    (Id,) 
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8.  The  costs  of  an  appeal  from  the 
order  confirming  the  report  in 
such  proceedings,  where  the  ap- 
pointment has  been  made  by  the 
supreme  court,  are  not  those 
given  by  the  Revised  Statutes,  but 
are  regulated  by  the  provisions  of 
chapter  270,  laws  of  1854.      (Id.) 


E. 
ELECTION  AND  ELECTORS. 

1,  Where  an  elector  votes  for  an  in- 
eligible candidate,  with  know- 
ledge of  his  ineligibility,  his  vote 
is  void.  And  it  makes  no  differ- 
ence that  all  the  electors  did  not 
have  knowledge.  {The  People  ex 
rd.  Furman  agt.  Clute^  63  Biirb.^ 
85C.) 


2.  Since  the  decision  of  The  People 
agt.  Saxton  (22  Wend.,  809)  and 
The  People  agt.  Oook  (8  N.  K,  68). 
it  has  been  considered  settled  that 
on  the.  trial  of  a  quo  warranto^ 
where  the  question  as  to  who  was 
elected  to  a  particular  office  and 
what  was  the  intention  of  certain 
ballots,  is  investigated  before  a 
jury,  the  court  and  jury  are  not 
confined  to  the  narrow  limits 
which  control  the  boards  of  can- 
vassers, who  have  no  power  to 
take  evidence  aliunde  tlie  ballot 
itself,  for  the  purpose  of  eluci- 
dating any  apparent  ambiguity  on 
its  face,  or  any  apparent  incon- 
gruity between  it  and  the  sur- 
rounaing  circumstances.  Per  Tal- 
COTT.  J.  (The  People  ez  rel.  Ore- 
gory  agt.  Lovey  68  Barb,,  535.) 


8.  The  placing  upon  a  ballot  of  a 
**past^,"  containing  one  name, 
over  another  name,  indicates  an 
intention  to  substitute  one  name 
for  another.  If  it  be  placed  over 
another  name  which  is  under  the 
title  of  an  ofi^ce,  it  indicates  an 
intention  to  substitute  for  that  of- 
fice the  name  upon  the  paster.    If 


it  be  done  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
afford  any  ground  for  doubt  whe- 
ther the  voter  intended  to  desig- 
nate two  persons  for  the  same 
office,  that  doubt  may  be  safely 
•  left  to  be  solved  by  a  jurj',  in  view 
of  all  the  facts,  the  appearance  of 
the  ballot,  and  the  surrounding 
circumstances.    (Td.) 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  The  docketing  of  a  judgment  in 
the  office  of  the  county  clerk, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
1840  (chap.  386,  laws  of  1840),  is 
not  essential  to  the  conclusiveness 
of  a  judgment  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover possession  of  real  property. 
If  such  judgment  is  docketed  by 
the  clerk  of  the  court  where  ren- 
dered, as  judgments  in  courts  of 
record  are  required  to  be  docketed 
(2  R  8.,  360,  §  13)^  it  is  sufficient 
If  the  judgment  was  obtained  by 
default,  after  three  years  from 
such  docketing,  it  is  conclusive 
upon  the  defendant,  and  upon  all 

gersons  claiming  from  or  through 
im  by  title  accruing  after  the 
commencement  of  tlie  action  (2 
R.  5.,  209,  §  Sa)  {Sheridan  agt. 
Andrews,  49  JV.  T.  R,  478.) 

2.  Where,  however,  one  has  entered 
into  possession  of  premises,  the 
subject  of  such  an  action,  clalmiDg 
under  title  not  derived  from  de^ 
fendant,  and  accruing  before  a 
recovery  therein,  the  ^beequent 
acquisition  by  him  of  a  title  from 
defendant  does  not  deprive  him 
of  the  right  of  claiming  possession 
under  the  prior  title,  and  the  judg- 
ment is  neither  conclusive  nor  any 
evidence  against  him ;  but  in  order 
to  dispossess  him  plaintiff  must 
prove  his  title.    {Id.) 

3.  The  only  office  of  a  notice  of  li» 
pendens  is  to  give  constructive  no- 
tice to,  and  to  bind,  by  the  subae- 
Quent  proceedings,  those  who  may 
deal  with  defen(&nt  in  respect  to  ' 
the  property  involved  in  the  action 
during  its  pendency  and  before 
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final  judgment.  No  notice  is  ne- 
cessaiy  to  make  the  judgment 
effectual  as  against  parties  claim- 
ing under  defendant  by  transfer 
subsequent  to  the  judgment.  The 
judgment  disposes  of  the  rights  of 
the  parties  is  a  matter  of  public 
record,  and  is  conclusive  both 
upon  defendant  and  way  subse- 
quent grantee.    (Id.) 

4  A  notice  of  lis  pendens  is  unneces- 
sary in  an  action  to  recover  pos- 
session of  real  property,  even  as 
against  a  purchaser  pendente  lite, 
Tne  plaintiff  In  such  an  action  can 
only  recover  upon  a  legal  title ;  it 
is  only  against  mere  equities  that 
A  purchaser  without  notice  is  pro- 
tected.   (Id,) 


EQUITY. 

1.  Courts  of  equity  acquire  jurisdic- 
tion to  aid  legal  remedies,  when 
it  appears  that  without  such  assist- 
ance the  legal  process  is  ineffectual, 
and  that  with  such  assistance  bene- 
ficial relief  can  be  rendered.  (Pajpie 
agt.  Sheldon,  63  Barb.,  169.) 

2.  If  the  property  sought  to  be 
reached  by  a  judgment  creditor  is 
liable  to  uiXe  on  execution,  then  it 
must  be  made  to  appear  that  it  has 
been  made  subject  to  the  lien  of 
the  judgment,  and  that  there  is 
some  necessity  for  asking  the  aid 
of  a  court  of  equity.    (Id.) 

8.  So  far  as  real  estate  is  concerned, 
the  lien  is  effected  by  docketing 
the  judgment  in  the  county  where 
the  lands  are  situated ;  and  as  to 
goods  and  chattels,  by  issuing  exe- 
cution to  the  sheriff  of  the  county 
where  the  property  is  situated,  and 
levying  on  the  same.  The  lien 
being  thus  placed  upon  the  pro- 
I>erty,  the  creditor  is  in  a  situation 
to  ask  relief  in  a  court  of  equitv,  if 
*there  be  an  existing  necessity.  (Id. ) 

4.  The  lien  of  a  judgment  on  the 
land  of  the  judgment  debtor,  and 


the  right  to  sell  it  on  execution  in 
payment  of  the  judgment,  is  the 
basis  of  the  right  to  have  a  fraud- 
ulent sale  or  incumbrance  re- 
moved. And  the  fact,  that  the 
debtor  has  no  other  property, 
proves  conclusively  that  there  is  a 
necessity  for  relief.  The  issuing 
of  an  execution,  in  such  a  case, 
does  not  change  the  situation  in 
the  least,  or  benefit  either  party. 
And  a  return  of  nulla  bona  is  only 
evidence  of  the  necessity  of  secur-. 
ing  aid  from  a  court  having  equity 
powers.    (Id.) 

5.  A  court  of  eouity,  when  its  juris- 
diction is  invoked  to  set  aside  deeds 
and  contracts  of  a  person  upon  the 
ground  of  insanity,  acts  upon  equi- 
table principles.  It  is  by  no  means 
a  matter  of  course  for  a  court  of 
equity  to  set  aside  and  declare  void 
the  act  of  a  lunatic  executed  dur- 
ing his  lunacy.  It  does  so  in  no 
case  except  upon  equitable  terms^ 
upon  the  universal  maxim  of  that 
court,  that  he  who  seeks  equity 
must  do  equity.  (Garfield  agt. 
Fairbanks,  63  Barb.,  461.) 

6.  Although  relief  will  sometimes  be 
granted  by  a  court  of  equity  to 
one  who  has  not  complied  with 
the  strict  terms  of  his  contract, 
yet  it  will  only  be  done  in  cases 
where  the  party  seeking  it  makes 
out  a  case  free  from  all  doubt, 
shows  that  the  relief  he  asks  is, 
under  all  the  circumstances,  equit- 
able, and  accounts  in  a  reasonable 
manner  for  his  delay  and  apparent 
omission  of  duty.  (D^van  agt. 
Duncan,  49  N.  T.  B.,  485.) 


EVIDENCE. 

1.  Where  in  an  action  for  the  con- 
version of  money  by  the  defend- 
ant, received  in  a  fiduciary  capa- 
city, the  defendant  sets  up  as 
a  defense  that  he  was  robbed  of 
the  money  while  traveling  in  a 
railroad  car,  and  the  case  is.  re- 
ferred to  a  referee,  who  finds  that 
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the  evidence  is  not  safflcient  to  es- 
tablish it  as  a  fact  that  the  defend- 
ant had  taken  or  converted  the 
money  In  dispute, — Held^  on  ap- 
peal, that  there  being  no  excep- 
tion in  the  case  except  the  excep- 
tions to  the  report,  while  it  must 
be  conceded  that  the  evidence  as 
reported  is  sufficient  to  create 
grave  doubts  as  to  the  fact  of  the 
robbery,  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
prove  a  case  entitling  the  plaintiff 
to  recover  money  from  the  de- 
fendant. (Hoiland  agt.  Haymany 
ante,  16.) 

2.  It  is  possible  for  a  witness  to 
state  a  fact  in  plain  and  concise 
languu^  80  as  to  convey  a  dis- 
tinct idea  of  his  meaning  to  his 
hearers,  and  yet  he  may  have  used 
words  in  a  sense  entirely  different 
from  that  in  which  they  were  un- 
derstood bv  the  hearers,  and  may 
have  intended  to  convey  an  essen- 
tially different  meaning.  (Otoum 
agt.  Oarloeky  anie^  78.) 

8.  But  it  will  not  be  presumed  that 
he  did  not  use  the  words  in  their 
ordinary,  popular  signification.  It 
is  for  the  party  alleging  such  a  use 
of  words  to  prove  it.    (Id.) 

4.  In  this  action,  which  was  one 
commenced  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  by  the  pluintiif,  for  work, 
labor  and  services  done  under  a 
contract  for  a  definite  period  at  a 
fixed  sum  for  the  defendant,  and 
a  discharge  of  the  plaintiff  before 
the  expiration  of  the  time  by  the 
defendant,  the  Justice  upon  the 
trial,  the  plaintiff  being  the  princi- 
pal witness,  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  for  fifty-four  dollars 
and  seventy-four  cents,  from 
which  the  defendant  appealed  to 
the  county  court,  where  the  judg- 
ment of  tne  justice  was  reversed. 

(Id.) 

5.  The  county  judge  seemed  to  think 
that  neither  performance  of  the 
contract  nor  excuse  for  non-per- 
formance was  proved.  The  gene- 
ral  term   on    appeal,    however, 


thought  both  were  proved,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  proved  all 
that  was  required  to  maintain  his 
cause  of  action,  and  reversed  the 
judgment  of  the  county  court  and 
afilnned  that  of  the  justice.    {Id.) 

6.  In  an  action  of  tort  for  defend- 
ant's negligence,  testimony  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  tending  to 
establish  contributory  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs, 
whether  such  testimony  is  founded 
on  a  voluntary  agreement  by  the 

{)laintiff8  or  otherwise,  is  admissi- 
>le  under  a  general  dcni:d  in  the 
answer.  {Brown  agt  BUioU^  ante, 
182.) 

7.  One  assuming  the  voluntanr  per- 
formance of  an  act  or  duty  for  an- 
other o^innot  make  any  claim  for 
malfeasance  or  neglect  in  respect 
to  such  matters  when  such  mal- 
feasance or  neglect  has  been  caused 
by  him  or  to  which  he  has  contri- 
buted.   {Id.) 

8.  Where  the  court  allowed  wit- 
nesses to  testify  to  the  amount  of 
damans  the  plaintiffs  sustained, 
occasioned  by  the  overflow  of  cro- 
ton  water  on  their  goods,  by  nuik- 
ing  general  and  gross  estimates  of 
such  damages, — Ht^^  that  such 
testimony  was  improper.    {Id.) 

9.  And  where  plaintiffs  were  allowed 
to  prove  and  recover  as  part  of 
their  damages  the  amount  of  in- 
Uiry  to  goods  in  their  store  owned 
by  a  co-occupant,  and  to  which 
the  plaintiffs  had  neither  posses- 
sion nor  the  right  of  possession, — 
Ileldy  error.     (7d.) 

10.  It  was  proper  for  the  plaintiff, 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  sustained  by  him  b^  rea- 
son that  certain  lands  were  falsely 
stated  to  be  oil-producing  lands 
when  they  were  not,  to  prove  that 
petroleum  oil  was  poured  on  the 
land  by  one  of  the  partners,  aided 
by  an  agent  in  Uie  iraud,  both  be- 
fore the  partnership  was  formed 
and  after  the  lancls  were  trans- 
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ferred  to  the  plaintiff.  This  evi- 
dence tended  to  reflect  light  upon 
the  tVaud  complained  of,  and  was 
competent  for  that  purpose.  It 
was  also  competent  upon  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  they  were  oil- 
producing  lands,  as  represented. 
(Gheattr  ^.  JMcki/isonj  ante^  326.) 

11.  While  in  deeds  and  other  instru- 
ments a  parly  niay,  for  certain 
purposes,  prove  the  consideration 
to  have  been  ditferent  from  that 
expressed,  such  evidence  is  not 
admissible  to  contradict  an  agree- 
ment or  covenant  to  pay  a  certain 
sum.  (Delamater  agt.  JBush^  anUy 
382.) 

12.  The  principle  that  previous  oral 
negotiations  are  merged  in  the 
writing  is  also  a  reason  why  such 
proof  should  not  be  admitted  in 
the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake 
(Id.) 

18.  Where,  in  an  action  upon  a 
written  agreement,  the  oral  evi- 
dence disclosed  that  the  parties  to 
the  action,  between  themselves, 
fixed  $450  as  the  sum  to  be  paid 
by  the  defendants  as  rent  for  a 
«tone  quarry,  entirely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  from  another 
person  a  portion  of  that  sum,  when 
as  between  themselves  $250  was 
all  that  was  to  be  paid  by  the  de- 
fendant,— Heldy  that  if  this  was 
true,  it  was  a  fraud  which  a  party 
was  not  allowed  to  set  up  as  a  de- 
fense.   (£d.) 

14.  Where  a  witness  on  the  trial 
testifies  cleai'ly  and  distinctlj^  to 
certain  material  facts,  a  wriUen 
memorandum  of  such  facts,  made 
by  him  at  or  about  the  time  they 
transpired,  cannot  be  properly  re- 
ceived in  evidence  to  assist  the 
recollection  of  the  witness.  The 
reception  of  such  memorandum 
in  evidence,  after  (*bjection,  is 
ground  for  a  new  trial.  (Driggs 
agt.  Smithy  ante^  447.) 


15.  It  is  otherwise  where  the  wit- 
ness is  unable  from  memory  alone 
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to  testify  to  such  facts.  The 
written  memorandum  may  then 
be  allowed  as  an  auxiliary  or  aid 
to  the  witness.    (Id.) 

16.  Under  a  general  or  specific  de- 
nial of  any  part  of  the  complaint 
which  the  plaintiff  is  required  to 
prove  to  maintain  his  action,  the 
defendant,  upon  principle  and  au- 
thority, is  at  all  times  at  liberty  to 
prove  anything  tending  to  show 
that  plaintifTs  alle^tion  is  untrue. 
(Hchaus  agt  Mamuxttan  Oas4ight 
Co.,  ante,  ^l.) 

17.  Where  an  action  is  brought 
against  a  defendant  as  warehouse- 
man to  recover  for  the  loss  of  pro- 
perty left  with  him  as  such  ware- 
houseman, on  the  ground  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  court  will  rigidly 
adhere  to  the  rule  that  the  burden 
of  proof  rests  upon  the  defendant 
to  explain  and  account  for  the 
loss.  (Coleman  agt  Lmngston^ 
ante,  483.) 

18.  But,  at  the  same  time,  where 
the  testimony,  given  on  the  part 
of  the  defense,  fully  and  satisfac- 
torily explains  the  manner  of  the 
loss,  and  ihat  the  defendant  did 
not  in  any  way  cx>ntribute  by  any 
neglect  or  want  of  precaution  on 
his  part  to  such  loss,  and  in  the 
absence  of  proof  on  plaintiff^s  side 
from  which  negligence  could  be 
inferred,  tlie  defendant  is  entitled 
to  a  nonsuit.    (Id.) 

10.  In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insu- 
rance to  recover  for  a  loss  of 
goods  by  fire,  composed  princi- 
pally of  teas,  it  is  incompetent  to 
admit  evidence  proposed  by  the 
defendant  to  show,  not  a  general 
custom,  but  as  to  the  business 
habits  of  a  limited  number  of  tea 
merchants  in  keeping  or  carrying 
a  certain  amount  of  teas,  for  the 
purpose  of  discrediting  plaintiff's 
testimony  as  to  the  amount  of  tea 
claimed  to  have  been  on  hand  at 
the  time  of  the  loss.  (Townsetid 
agt.  Merchants^  Ins.  Co.,  ante,  501.) , 
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20.  It  is  proper  on  sucli  trial  to  ad- 
mit in  evidence,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  offers  of  compromise 
made  bv  the  defendant  in  settle- 
ment of  the  loss,  as  bearing  upon 
the  question  of  the  suflBcjency  of 
the  proofs  of  loss,  such  suflBciency 
being  a  contro\erted  question  in 
the  case.    {Id.) 

21.  The  referee  found  from  the  tes- 
timony that  although  there  occa- 
sionally occur  in  Havana,  in  the 
winter  months,  from  time  to  time, 
a  few  sporadic  cases  of  yellow  fe- 
ver, yet  it  rarely  prevails  or  exists 
in  Havana  in  the  winter  months  as 
an  epidemic,  or  in  the  form  or 
condition,  or  to  the  extent  of  an 
epidemic,  and  did  not  so  prevail 
at  any  time  in  the  month  of  De- 
cember, 1870,  or  in  the  months  of 
January  or  February,*  1871,  when 
the  said  Jacob  M.  Pohal&ski  took 
the  disease  and  died.  (PohaUUki 
agt  Mutucd  Life  Im,  Oo,  of  N,  F., 
aTUSy  504.) 

22.  The  referee  found  from  the  facts, 
as  a  conclusion  of  law,  that  the 
death  of  said  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski 
occurred  under  circumstances 
bringing  it  within  the  risk  as- 
sumed by  the  defendant  in  issu- 
ing the  said  policy.  Hdd^  that 
the  court  on  the  trial  properly  ex- 
cluded evidence  offered  by  the  de- 
fendant of  cojriversations  between 
Mr.  Pohalaski  and  the  president 
of  the  defendant,  alleged  to  be 
had  at  the  time  the  permit  was 
given,  showing  that  the  word 
"  epidemic  "  was  used  in  the  per* 
mit  as  including  yellow  fever  and 
cholera  as  diseases,  without  any 
reference  to  their  existing  in  an 
epidemic  form  or  to  epidemic  ex- 
tent at  any  particular  time.  HMy 
also,  that  evidence  offered  by  the 
defendant,  intended  to  be  shown 
by  a  well  known  physician  on 
sanitary  subjects,  that  yellow  fever 
is  properly  classified  in  medical 
science,  and  known  as  belonging 
to  diseases  called  epidemics,  was 
properly  excluded  on  the  ground 
that  the  permit  being  reduced  to 


writing,  it  must  be  taken  to  be 
the  repository  and  evidence  of  the 
final  intention  and  understanding 
of  the  parties.    (Id,) 

28.  After  judgment,  it  will  be  assum- 
ed that  evidence  suflScient  to  sustain 
it  was  given.  (Butcher  agt  Portei\ 
68  Barb.,  15.) 

24.  If  evidence,  though  erroneously 
admitted,  could  have  had  no  effect 
upon  the  judgment,  the  error  is  a 
harmless  one.  (StUee  agt  Meyer ^ 
Q4tBarb.,  77.) 

25.  The  admission  of  illegal  testimony 
by  a  referee  will  not  warrant  a  re- 
versal of  the  referee's  decisitm, 
where  there  is  sufficient  evidence, 
without  such  testimony,  to  sustain 
the  jud^ent ;  the  error  of  the 
referee,  if  any,  in  admitting  the 
illegal  testimony,  in  such  a  case, 
not  being  injurious  to  the  unsuc- 
cessful partv.  (Fahbri  agt  Tlu 
Mercantile  Muttial  Ineurance  Co.^ 
64&rd.,86.) 

26.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  of 
the  contents  of  a  letter,  it  appear- 
ing that  the  person  in  whose  pos- 
session it  is,  is  out  of  the  country. 
(Tucker  agt  Wbolsey,  6  Lane.,  482.) 

27.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  in 
an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage,  payable  in  money,  as- 
signed by  the  mortgagee  as  col- 
lateral security  for  the  payment 
of  his  indebtedness  to  the  assignee, 
that  it  was  agreed  that  such  in- 
debtedness was  to  be  paid  in  pro- 
duce. (HUddyrant  agt.  Orawjardy 
6  Bans.,  502.) 

28.  Testimony  given  without  objec- 
tion cannot,  it  seems,  be  stricken 
out  upon  motion  made  after  the 
whole  evidence  is  in.  (FtUdns 
agt  Baker,  6  Lane.,  516.) 

29.  A  transcript  of  the  docket  in  the 
office  of  a  county  clerk  of  a  judg- 
ment purporting  to  have  been  ren- 
dered by  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
with  a  certified  copy  of  the  tran- 
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script  of  the  justice,  are  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  judgment, 
but  not  conclusive.  It  is  compe- 
tent to  prove  by  the  testimony  and 
docket  of  the  justice  that  no  such 
judgment  has  in  fact  been  ren- 
dered. (Stephens  agt.  Santee^  49 
N.  Y.  R,  85.) 

80.  Where  a  witness,  in  answer  to  a 
proper  question  which  is  objected 
to,  gives  testimony  pot  called  for 
by  It,  which  is  incompetent,  but 
no  objection  is  made  to  the  an- 
swer or  motion  to  strike  it  out,  it 
cannot  be  objected  to  upon  re- 
view.   (Id.) 

81.  The  requirement  of  section  110  of 
tbe  Code,  that  an  acknowledgment 
or  new  promise  to  take  a  case  out 
of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of 
limitations  must  be  in  writing, 
does  not  alter  the  effect  of  a  pay- 
ment of  principal  or  interest.  Nor 
does  it  prescribe  any  new  rule  of 
evidence  as  to  the  fact  of  such 
payment;  and  it  may  be  proved 
by  oral  admissions  of  the  debtor. 
Such  payment  may  be  made  by  an 
agent,  and  the  authority  of  the 
agent  may  be  proved  by  parol  evi- 
dence. (First  Nal,  Bank  agt.  BaU 
lou,4dlf.  F.i?.,  155.) 

82.  For  the  purpose  of  proving  the 
genuineness  of  a  signature  a^nst 
a  party  to  be  charged  thereby,  it 
is  not  competent  to  prove  that  the 
signature  is  not  in  a  simulated 
handwriting.  (^Rowing  s^.  Manly, 
49  N,  r.  J2.,  192.) 

88.  Copies  of  original  memoranda 
after  proof  of  the  facts  therein 
contained  may  be  read  as  a  state- 
ment in  detail  of  what  the  witness 
has  testified.  (McCormirJc  agt  P. 
a  B,  R,  49  iT.  r.  J2.,  303.) 

84.  Where  a  portion  of  a  writing  is 
competent  evidence  for  any  pur- 
pose, it  is  not  rendered  incompe- 
tent because  it  contains  other 
statements  which*  are  inadmissi- 
ble. (Dutchess  Co,  agt  Harding, 
49  N,  T.  R,  321.) 


35.  A  resolution  of  the  board  o(  di- 
rectors of  a  corporation,  ratifying 
the  act  of  one  acting  as  its  agent, 
is  competent  evidence  of  the  au- 
thority of  the  ^ent.  (Deni  agt. 
N.  A.  8,  Co.,  49  It.  r.  B,  390.) 

86.  Where  the  language  of  a  written 
contract  is  obscure  and  ambigu- 
ous, facts  existing  at  the  time  of 
the  makine  of  the  contract  may 
be  property  considered,  for  the 
purpose  of  interpreting  the  lan- 
guage ;  but  no  evidence  of  the 
mnguage  employed  by  the  parties 
in  making  the  contract  can  be 
resorted  to,  except  that  furnished 

.  by  the  written  contract  itself.  (Id.) 


EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  Where  the  defendant  requests  the 
court  to  charge  six  propositions 
stated  as  a  wTwle,  and  the  excep- 
tion taken  to  the  refusal  of  the 
court  so  to  do,  is  a  general  one,  if 
any  one  of  the  said  propositions 
was  unsound,  the  exception  is  un- 
tenable. (Myers  agt.  Dyxon,  ante, 
48.) 

2.  Where  a  case,  as  settled,  contains 
no  esDcepUan,  either  to  the  final  de- 
cision or  to  any  question  of  law 
decided  during  the  trial,  the  court 
cannot,  on  appeal,  review  it 
(DcUnese  agt  Auen,  ante,  480.) 

8.  But  exceptions  to  conclusions  of 
law  may  be  reviewed,  although 
the  printed  case  does  not  contain 
any  of  the  evidence.  On  such  an 
appeal  the  question  is,  has  the 
judge  or  referee  drawn  a  correct 
conclusion  from  estalSlished  facts? 
(Id.) 

4.  Findings  of  fact  need  no  excep- 
tion ;  and  when  a  party  relies  «p- 
dueively  upon  erroneous  decisions 
made  during  the  trial,  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  make  and  serve  formal 
exceptions  to  tbe  conclusions  of 
law,  or  to  the  final  decision.    (Id.) 
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5.  Where  the  case  contains  no  ex- 
ception to  the  dismissal  of  the 
complaint  in  the  action,  or  to  the 
referee's  conclusions  of  law,  the 
court,  nevertheless,  have  Ihe  power 
to  review  the  rulings  of  the  referee 
upon  the  questions  of  evidence 
which  arose  upon  the  trial  and 
are  presented  by  the  exceptions 
taken  at  the  time,  and  to  reverse 
the  judgment  ana  grant  a  new 
trial  if  it  is  found  that  the  referee 
has  erred  in  any  of  these  particu- 
lars to  the  prejudice  of  the  plain- 
tiff.   (Id.) 

6.  A  party  excepting  to  the  conclu- 
sions o!  law  of  a  court  or  a  refe- 
ree is  not  held  to  the  same  strict 
rule  as  in  excepting  to  a  charge. 
Where  a  charge  is  good  in  part 
and  ill  in  part,  the  exception  must 
point  out  the  very  part  which  is 
ill,  so  that  Uie  court,  having  its 
attention  specifically  called  to  it, 
may  have  an  opportunity  to  cor- 
rect the  error ;  but  exceptions  to 
conclusions  of  law  come  after 
the  power  to  rectify  has  passed 
from  the  court  or  referee,  and  the 
reason  for  the  strict  rule  in  the 
former  case  fails.  (Neioin  agt.  Lyon, 
49  N,  r.  R,  601.) 


EXECUTION. 

1.  If  the  plaintiff  in  an  execution 
treats  it  as  properly  in  the  officer's 
hands  after  the  return  day,  he 
waives  his  existing  risht  of  action 
for  its  non-return.  (mcKinley  agt. 
Tucker,  6  Lana,,  214.) 

2.  Instructions  to  the  deputy  after 
the  return  day,  implying  a  consent 
that  he  may  retain  the  execution, 
make  the  deputy  the  party's  agent 
and  discharge  the  sheriff  from  an 
accrued  cause  of  action  for  its  non- 
return.   (Id,) 

8.  Where  application  is  made  to  a 
surrogate,  under  chapter  295,  laws 
of  1850,  for  leave  to  issue  execu- 
tion against  the  estate  of  a  de- 


ceased judgment  debtor,  the  claim- 
ants of  the  propertjr  sought  to  be 
applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  judg-. 
ment,  and  the  personal  representa- 
tives of  the  deceased,  are  entitled 
to  be  heard,  and  should  have  no- 
tice. Without  notice  to  the  par- 
ties affected,  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  surrogate  is  improperly  exer- 
cised. (Marine  Bank  agt  Van 
Brunt,  ^JH,  r.  i2.,  160.) 


EXECUTORS    AND    ADMINIS- 
TRATORS. 

1.  An  action  may  be  brought  by  an 
administrator  upon  a  judgment  re- 
covered in  favor  of  and  during  the 
lifetime  of  his  intestate  against  the 
defendant  without  leave  of  the 
court  {Smith  agt  BriUon,  ante^ 
428.) 

2.  Such  an  action  is  net  betioeen  the 
same  parties,  and,  therefore,  does 
not  fall  within  the  prohibition  of 
section  71  of  the  Code.    (Id.) 

8.  If^  upon  the  presentation  of  a 
claim,  an  executor  does  not  admit 
or  reject  it,  he  must  be  regarded 
as  disputing  it  ( Cooper  agt  FdkVy 
6Xaiw.,4^.) 

4.  A  denial  of  allegations,  in  a  peti- 
tion to  the  surrogate,  cannot  be 
regarded  as  allegations  of  new 
matter.    (Id.) 


.     EXPRESS  COMPANY. 

1.  Where  a  package  contains  mo- 
ney or  coin,  and  its  external  np- 
pearance  is  in  harmony  with  its 
contents,  and,  in  connection  with 
the  size  and  weight  of  the  package, 
indicates  clearly  that  it  is  not  one 
containing  ordmary  merchandise, 
and  there  is  no  claim  that  any 
verbal  misttatement  has  been  made 
by  any  one,  or  to  any  one,  as  to  its 
contents,  on  its  delivery  to  an  ex- 
press company  or  common  carrier 
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for  transportation,  the  rule  is  that 
tlie  consignor  is  not  bound  to  vol- 
unteer any  information  to  the  car- 
rier, or  make  any  statement  what- 
ever as  to  its  contents,  unless  he 
is  asked  by  the  carrier.  (Oorha/m 
Manuf'y'  (jo.  agt.  Fargo^  ante,  90.) 

2.  The  carrier  is  bound  to  make  the 
inquiry  as  to  the  value  of  the  box 
or  package  delivered  to  him,  and 
the  owner  must  answer  at  his 
l)cril;  and  if  such  inquiries  are 
not  made,  and  it  is  received  for 
such  price  for  tninsportation  as  is 
asked  with  reference  to  iis  bulk, 
weight  or  external  appearance, 
the  carrier  is  responsible  for  the 
loss,  whatever  may  be  its  value. 
(Id.) 

EXTRADITION. 

1.  The  treaty  between  the  govern- 
ments of  the  United  States  and 
Prance,  of  February  24,  1845,  pro- 
vides for  the  demand  of  one  power 
and  ^he  surrender  by  the  other  of 
persons  accused  of  certain  crimes. 
One  such  crime  is  burglary,  which 
is  defined  to  be  the  breaking  and 
entering  into  a  mansion-house  of 
another  by  night,  witli  intent  to 
commit  felony^  This  is  a  com- 
mon-law^ offense  and  recognized 
as  such '  by  both  governments. 
(Matter  o/Lagrave,  ante,  801.) 

2.  But  the  crime  of  burglary  in  the 
third  degree,  under  the  statutes  of 
the  state  of  New  York,  is  un- 
known to  the  common  law ;  and 
there  is  no  provision  in  the  above 
mentioned  treaty,  and  conse- 
quently no  power  for  the  de- 
mand and  the  extradition  of  a 
fugitive  from  one  government  to 
the  other  for  such  a  crime.    (Id.) 

F. 

FEIGNED  ISSUE. 

1.  If  no  error  was  committed,  upon 
the  trial  of  a  feigned  issue,  the  ob- 
jection that  the  verdict  is  against 


evidence  cannot  be  made  available 
for  a  new  ti'ial.  (McKinley  agt 
Lamb,  ^  Barb.,  \^,) 

2.  On  the  trial  of  a  feigned  issue,  the 
facts  are  expressly  to  be  found  by 
the  jury.  It  seems  hardly  consis- 
tent, when  the  iasue  is  sent  to  a 
jury  to  be  tried,  that  the  court 
should  direct  a  verdict  on  matters 
of  law.  Such  questions  should  be 
submitted  to  the  court,  on  the  ap- 
plication for  judgment  on  the  ver- 
dict.   (Id.) 

3.  Where  the  court  has  directed  cer- 
tain issues  to  be  tried  by  a  jury, 
and  the  jury  have  passed  upon 
those  issues,  and  the  findings  and 
verdict  are  sustained,  and  no  error 
has  been  committed  by  the  court, 
upon  the  trial,  a  new  trial  will  not 
be  granted.    (Id.) 


FIDUCIARY  CAPACITY, 

1.  Where  in  an  action  for  the  con- 
version of  money  by  the  defend- 
ant, received  in  a  fiduciary  capa- 
city, the  defendant  sets  up  as  a 
defense  that  he  was  robbed  of  the 
money  while  traveling  in  a  rail- 
road car,  and  the  case  is  referred 
to  a  releree,  who  finds  that  the 
evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  estab- 
lish it  as  a  fact  that  the  defendant 
had  taken  or  converted  the  money 
in  dispute, — Ileld,  on  appeal,  that 
there  being  no  exception  in  the 
case  except  the  exceptions  to  the 
report,  while  it  must  be  conceded 
that  the  evidence  as  reported  is 
sufficient  to  create  grave  doubts  as 
to  the  fact  of  the  robbery,  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  prove  a  case  entitling 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  money  from 
the  defendant.  (HoiUand  agt.  Hay- 
man,  ante,  16.) 


FOREIGN  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Although  another  state  cannot  cre- 
ate a  corporation  within  this  state, 
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yet  it  is  no  objection  to  the  corpo- 
rate acts  of  a  foreign  corporation 
done  in  this  state  that  they  are 
authorized  by  a  meeting  of  the 
directors,  held  in  this  state,  when 
the  acts  so  authorized  are  not  re- 
pugnant to  the  policy  of  our  own 
laws.  (SthWi  agt  Alvordy  63  Barb,^ 
415.) 

FORGED  CHECK. 

1.  A  bank  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide 
holder  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business  upon  a  forged  check  pur- 
porting to  be  drawn  upon  it,  pay- 
able to  order,  and  which  it  has 
certified.  (Hagen  SLgt.  Botoery  Nat. 
Bank,  6  Lans.,  490.) 

2.  The  liability  to  such  holder  at- 
taches upon  the  certification,  and 
it  is  immaterial  whether  the  in- 
dorsement of  the  check  is  that  of 
the  payee  named,  or  whether  a 
fictitious  person  is  named  as 
payee.    (Id.) 

3.  An  advertisement  of  a  forged 
note  cannot  affect  a  bona  fide 
holder  thereof  unless  brought 
home  to  him.    (Id.) 


G. 

GUARDIAN  AND  WARD. 

1.  A  guardian  in  socage  has  the 
right  to  make  a  lease  of  the  lands 
of  his  ward,  in  his  own  name ; 
and  one  so  made  will  bind  the 
infant  as  effectu^ly  as  if  made  in 
his  name.  (Thacker  agt  Hender- 
son,  68-flflr&.,271.) 

2.  A  general  guardian  has,  as  such, 
the  same  power,  in  that  respect, 
as  a  guardian  in  socage.    (Id) 

8.  The  contract  of  a  guardian  for  the 
Bols  of  his  ward's  real  estate  is 
wholly  unauthorized,  and  will  not 
bind  either  the  ward  or  his  estate, 
except  so  far  as  the  guardian  has 


the  power  to  deal  with  the  posses- 
sion.   (Id.) 

4.  K  a  lease,  executed  by  a  guardi- 
an, does  not  cover  the  whole  period 
of  the  ward's  minority,  then  there 
is  a  reversionary  interest  in  the 
guardian,  which  he  has  a  ^ght  to 
assign.    (Id.) 

5.  Such  interest  will  pass  under  a 
contract  of  sale,  executed  by  the 
guardian  and  approved  by  the 
court ;  and  the  purchaser  will 
have  such  a  reversionary  interest 
in  the  premises  as  will  enable  him 
to  recover  damages  for  an  injury 
to  such  interest.    (Id) 


H. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
1867  (chap.  887,  laws  of  1867),  in 
an  action  between  husband  and 
wife,  either  is  a  witness  in  his  or 
her  behcdf  against  the  oUier,  save 
in  the  cases  excepted  in  said  act. 
{Southwick  agt.  Southmcky  49  If. 
r.  R,  510.) 

2.  This  act  applied  to  all  trials  there- 
afier  had  in  actions  peud^jig  when 
it  took  effect,  and  under  it  the  hus- 
band or  wife  can  testify  to  conver- 
sations and  commimications  (not 
confidential)  had  with  the  other 
prior  to  the  taking  effect  of  the 
act.    (Id) 

3.  The  act  as  thus  interpreted  is  not 
repugnant  to  the  provision  of  the 
constitution  of  the  United  States 
(sub.  1,  §  10,  art  1)  prohibiting 
the  passage  of  an  ov  post  facto 
law.    (Id) 


I. 


INCHOATE  RIGHTS. 

1.  Inchoate  rights,  generally,  derived 
under  a  statute,  are  lost  by  its 
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repeal,  unless  saved  by  express 
words  in  the  repealing  statute. 
(Bkhardson  agt  Pulver^  68  Ba/rh,^ 
67.) 


INJUNCTION. 

1.  It  is  now  well  settled  in  this  state 
that  an  ij\junction  cannot  be  sus- 
tained by  one  or  more  tax-payers 
to  prevent  the  collection  of  a  tax 
illegally  imposed.  (Cormn  agt. 
Campbelly  ante^  9.) 

• 

2.  Consequently  it  cannot  be  sus- 
tained to  restraui  the  future  pro- 
bable or  possible  imposition  of 
such  a  tax  which  the  tax-payers 
of  a  town  may  become  liable  to 
pay  by  reason  of  the  unauthorized 
issuing  of  the  bonds  of  the  town 
for  raibroad  purposes.    (Id.) 

8.  If  the  proceedings  of  the  assessors 
of  the  town  appear  to  be  m  all  re- 
spects regular  and  to  comply  with 
the  statute,  this  court  has  no  pow- 
er b^  action  to  restrain  the  com- 
missioners by  injunction  fh)m 
issuing  the  bonds  of  the  town, 
because  the  assessors  may  have 
predicated  their  conclusion  upon 
facts  failing  to  warrant  it.    (Id.) 

4  A  different  mode  has  been  pro- 
vided for  reviewing  and  correcting 
the  decision  of  the  assessors ;  that 
is  to  be  done  by  the  writ  of  eertto- 
ran.  The  fact  that  the  parties 
entitled  to  apply  for  the  wnt  have 
omitted  to  do  so  until  tlie  right  to 
it  has  been  lost  by  lapse  of  time, 
will  justify  no  change  in  the 
disposition  which  should  be  made 
of  such  applicationf    (Id.) 

5.  The  object  of  the  process  of  in- 
junction is  both  preventive  and 
protective.  It  seeks  to  prevent  a 
meditated  wrong,  and  not  to  re- 
dress an  injury,  which  can  usually 
be  done  only  at  law,  and  then  to 
protect  a  party  against  any  un- 
lawful invasion  of  his  rights. 
(Pawner  agt.  Foley,  ante,  110.) 


6.  The  general  object  and  use  of  the 
process  of  injunction  considered. 
(Id.) 

7.  An  undertaking,  given  on  the 
issuing  of  an  injunction,  is  for 
the  benefit  of  all  the  defendants 
enjoined,  whether  served  or  not 
Consequently,  it  is  not  necessary 
for  a  defendant  not  served  to  ap- 
pear in  the  action,  to  have  the 
benefit  of  the  undertaking.  (I>ry 
Dock,  &e. ,  R.  R.  Oo.  agt.  Cunning- 
ham,  ante,  458.) 

t5.  An  injunction  staying  proceedings 
under  the  ctatute,  by  a  landlord, 
for  the  removal  of  a  tenant,  wUl 
not  be  granted  unless  it  appears 
that  the  magistrate  has  no  juris- 
diction, or  that  the  proceedings 
are  fraudulent  or  collusive.  (Sher- 
man agt.  Wright,  49  N.  T R.,  237.) 


INSURANCE. 

1.  A  condition,  contained  in  a  policy 
of  insurance,  that  no  action  shall 
be  brought  against  the  company 
within  six  months  after  the  loss 
occurs,  is  a  valid  contract  of 
limitation  and  will  be  enforced  by 
the  courts.  (O'Brien  agt.  Mecli. 
and  Traderi  Fire  Ins,  Co.,  ante, 
453.) 

2.  In  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insu- 
rance to  recover  for  a  loss  of  foods 
by  fire,  composed  principally  of 
teas,  it  is  incompetent  to  admit 
evidence  proposed  by  the  defend- 
ant to  show  not  a  general  custom, 
but  as  to  the  business  habits  of  a 
limited  number  of  tea  merchants 
in  keeping  or  carrying  a  certain 
amount  ofteas,  for  the  purpose  of 
discrediting  plaintifiTs  testimony 
as  to  the  amount  of  tea  claimed  to 
have  been  on  hand  at  the  time  of 
the  loss.  (Townsend  agt.  ^Mer- 
cluinUt'  Ins.  Co., ante,  501.) 

3.  It  is  proper  on  such  trial  to  admit 
in  evidence,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,    otfers   of    compromise 
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made  hy  the  defendant  in  settle- 
ment of  the  loss,  as  bearing  upon 
the  question  of  the  suflSciency  of 
tlie  proofs  of  loss,  such  sufficiency 
being  a  controverted  qu^tion  in 
the  case.    (Id.) 

4.  The  tenns  of  a  life  policy  of  insu- 
rance Issued  by  tlie  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff  on  the  life  of  her  hus- 
band, Jacob  M.  Pohalasls^i,  con- 
tained a  condition  that  if  the  said 
Jacob  M.  Pohalaski  should  pass 
beyond  certain  limits  specifically 
described  therein  without  the 
consent  of  the  comp%ny  given  in 
writing  the  policy  should  be  void. 
(Pohalaaki  agt.  Mutual  Life  Ins. 
Co.  of  If,  T.,ante,50t) 

5.  Subsequently  permission,  iif  writ- 
ing, was  given  to  Mr.  Pohalaski  to 
proceed  to  Cuba,  a  place  within 
the  prohibition  of  the  policy,  by  a 
permit,  as  follows :  "  Permission  is 
hereby  given  to  J.  M.  Pohalaski 
*  *  *  to  proceed  to  Cuba  and  re- 
turn before  April  1,  1871.  He  to 
take  his  own  risk  of  death  from 
epidemics."  Mr.  Pohalaski  pro- 
ceeded to  Cuba  and  died  in  the 
city  of  Havana,  of  yellow  fever,  in 
the  month  of  February,  1871.  (Id. ) 

6.  The  referee  found  from  tlie  testi- 
mony that  although  there  occa- 
sionally occiu*  in  Havana,  in  the 
winter  months,  from  time  to  time, 
a  few  sporadic  cases  of  yellow  fe- 
ver, yet  it  rarely  prevails  or  exists 
in  Havana  in  the  winter  months 
as  an  epidemic,  or  in  the  form  or 
condition,  or  to  the  extent  of  an 
epidemic,  and  did  not  so  prevail 
at  any  time  in  the  month  of  De- 
cember, 1870,  or  in  the  months  of 
January  or  Febi*uary,  1871*,  when 
the  said  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski  took 
the  disease  and  died.    (Id.) 

7.  The  referee  found  from  tlie  facts, 
as  a  conclusion  of  law,  that  the 
death  of  said  Jacob  M.  Pohalaski 
occurred  under  circumstances 
bringing  it  within  the  risk 
assumed  by  the  defendant  in  issu- 
ing the  said  policy.    Ileldj  that  the 


court  on  the  trial  properly  ex- 
cluded evidence  offered  by  the  de- 
fendant of  conversations  between 
Mr.  Pohalaski  and  the  president 
of  the  defendant,  alle^^ed  to  be  had 
at  the  time  the  permit  was  given, 
showing  that  the  word  "epi- 
demic "  was  used  in  the  permit  as 
including  yellow  fever  and  cholera 
as  diseases,  without  any  reference 
to  their  existing  in  an  epidemic 
form  or  to  epidemic  exteni  at  any 
particular  time.  Eeld^  also,  tliat 
evidence  offered  by  the  defendant, 
intended  to  be  shown  by.  a  well 
known  physician  on  sanitary  sub- 
jects, that  yellow  fever  is  properly 
classified  m  medical  science  and 
^nowu  as  belonging  to  diseases 
called  epidemics,  was  properly  ex- 
cluded on  the  ground  that  the  per- 
mit being  reduced  to  writing,  it 
must  be  taken  to  be  the  repository 
and  evidence  of  the  final  intention 
and  understanding  of  the  parties. 
(Id.) 


J. 


JUDGJVIENTS. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  executes  an 
assignment,  leaving  the  date  blank, 
of  all  his  right,  title  and  interest  in 
and  to  the  taxable  eonis  and  dis- 
bursements  in  the  action,  to  his  co- 
defendant  in  the  suit,  fieveral  days 
pri&r  to  tfie  trials  and  on  the  trial 
the  complaint  is  dismissed  as  to 
such  defendant  and  a  verdict  for 
costs  rendered  in  his  favor,  and  on 
the  same  day  his  co-defendant  i>er- 
fects  die  assignment  to  him  by  fill- 
ing in  the  daf^,  and  the  plaintiff  on 
that  day  recovei*s  a  verdict  against 
the  co-defendant,  which  is  imme- 
diately assigned  to  a  thinl  ]K*rson, 
and  the  co-defendant  subsequently 
entei*s  judgment  for  costs,  &c.,  as- 
signed to  him,  and  two  days  there- 
after the  assignee  of  the  plaintiff 
enters  judgment  on  th«  venlict  re- 
covered by  the  plaintiff  and  assign- 
ed to  him,  the  co-defendant  is  not 
entitled    to    offset   his  judgment 
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against  that  of  the  plaintiff.  (Wood 
agt.  Merritt,  ante,  471.) 

2.  The  co-defendant's  claim  to  costs 
was  not  liquidated  when  the  as- 
signment was  made  to  him,  and 
*did  not  become  so  until  jud^ent 

*  was  entered,  when  the  plaintiff's 
demand  sued  on  was  liquidated 
and  assigned  before  judgment  en- 
tered.   {Id.) 

8.  The  legislature,  in  the  enactment 
of  section  871  of  the  Code,  by  re- 
ferring to  the  jtidgrnent  to  be  ap- 
pealed from,  did  not  intend  to 
refer  to  it  as  a  judgment  to  be 
afterwards  increased  by  interest, 
bat  to  the  judgment  as  it  was  at 
the  time  the  party  appealed  from 
it.  {Humiston  ^  BaUard,  68 
Barb.,  9,) 

4.  Judgments  of  courts  of  law  are  to 
be  reviewed  according  'to  the 
course  of  the  common  law.  unless 
a  statute  otherwise  provides.  A 
suit  cannot  be  instituted  in  equity 
to  set  aside  a  jud^ent  at  law,  for 
want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court 
or  judge  before  whom  the  pro- 
ceeding was  had  and  the  judgment 
recovered.  (Ayres  agt  Lawrence, 
68  Barb.,  454.) 

5.  A  decision  of  the  supreme  court 
reversing  a  conviction  in  the  oyer 
and  terminer  and  granting  a  new 
trial  is  a  judgment  within  the 
meaning  of  chapter  82,  laws  of 
1852,  and,  as  far  as  that  court  is 
concerned,  is  final.  A  writ  of  er- 
ror, therefore,  lies  to  review  such 
judgment  (The  People  agt.  Ben- 
luU,  49  N.  T.  R,  137.) 

6.  The  docketing  of  a  judgment  in 
the  office  of  the  coimty  clerk,  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
18^0  (chap.  886,  laws  of  1840),  is 
not  essential  to  the  conclusiveness 
of  a  judgment  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover possession  of  real  property. 
If  such  judgment  is  docketed  by 
the  cierK  of  the  court  where  ren- 
dered, as  judgments  in  courts  of 
record  are  required  to  be  dock- 
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eted  (2  R  S.,  860,  §  18),  it  is  suffi- 
cient. If  the  iuogment  was  ob- 
tained by  default,  after  three  years 
from  such  docketing,  it  is  conclu- 
sive upon  the  defendant,  and  upon 
all  persons  claiming  from  or 
through  him  by  title  accruing  after 
the  commencement  of  the  action 
(2R.8.,800,  §8a)  (Sheridan  agt. 
Andrem,49K  riJ.,478.) 


JURISDICTION. 

1.  Where  the  evidence  is  sufficient 
to  show  that  deceit  has  been  used 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  a  per- 
son within  the  jurisdicuon  of  this 
court,  that  he  may  be  sei-ved  with 
a  summons  and  thus  subjected  to 
an  action  in  this  court.,  the  service 
of  the  summons  will  be  set  aside 
and  vacated.  (Baker  agt.  Wales, 
ante,  137.) 

2.  Where  a  prisoner  is  in  custody  of 
a  United  States  marshal  and  the 
proceedings  broujght  before  this 
court  by  certtoran  show  that  he  is 
in  his  custody  by  virtue  of  pro- 
cess issued  upon  proceedings 
which  the  act  of  congress  author- 
ized to  be  taken,  through  federal 
authority,  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
termining the  question  whether  or 
not  the  prisoner  should  be  extra- 
dited \mder  the  treaty  between  the 
United  States  and  Ureat  Britain, 
to  answer  for  an  alleged  crime, 
this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  nor 
authority  to  compel  the  produc- 
tion of  the  prisoner  before  it  to 
enable  it  to  review  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  federal  tribunal.  (Bbo- 
pie  agt  Fiske,  ante,  294.) 

8.  The  treaty  between  the  govern- 
ments of  the  United  St^Ues  and 
France,of  February  24,  1845,  pro- 
vides for  the  demand  of  one  power 
and  the  surrender  by  the  other  of 
persons  accused  of  certain  crimes. 
One  such  crime  is  burglary,  which 
is  defined  to  be  the  breaking  and 
entering  into  a  mansion-house  of 
another  by  night,  with  intent  to 
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commit  felony.  This  is  a  com- 
mon-law offense  and  recognized 
as  such  by  both  governments. 
{Matter  of  Lagrave,  ants,  801.) 

4.  But  the  crime  of  burglary  in  the 
third  degree,  under  the  statutes  of 
the  state  of  New  York,  is  un- 
known to  the  common  law;  and 
there  is  no  provision  in  the  above 
mentioned  treaty,  and  consequent- 
ly no  power  for  the  demand  and 
the  extradition  of  a  fugitive  from 
one  government  to  the  other  for 
such  a  crime.    (Id,) 

5.  Where,  under  and  pursuant  to 
section  48  of  the  act  of  congress  of 
June  30, 1864  (18  Statutes  at  Large, 
p.  238),  as  amended  by  ninth  section 
of  the  act  of  congress,  July  13, 
1866  (14  Statutes  at  Large,  p.  112). 
a  proceeding  was  instituted  and 
carried  out,  viz. :  To  sell  a  barge 
and  a  quantity  of  distilled  spirits 
and  utensils  for  making  the  same, 
as  perishable,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
purchaser  seeking  to  avail  himself 
of  such  title  to  make  out  by  proof 
all  the  necessary  steps  required  by 
that  provision  of  the  statute  to 
give  jurisdiction  to  the  collector 
to  sen.  {Traeg  agt  Corse,  ante, 
816.) 

6.  The  authority*  under  those  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  congres  to  sell 
rests  on,  1.  The  application  by  the 
collector  of  internal  revenue  to  the 
assessor  to  examine  the  property 
seized,  etc.  2.  The  assessor's  ex- 
amination and  opinion  that  a  sale 
is  necessary.  8.  The  assessor's 
appraisal  of  the  property  sought 
to  be  sold  as  perishable.  4.  The 
refusal  of  the  owner  of  the  proper- 
ty to  give  a  bond.  5.  The  order 
to  seU.    (Id.) 

7.  Where  one  of  the  plaintifis  was  a 
resident  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
where  one  of  the  agreements  was 
to  have  been  performed, — Held, 
that  this  court  has  jurisdiction  of 
the  action.  (Thornton  agt.  St. 
Paul,  de.,  Bauway  Go,,  ante,  416.) 


8.  State  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  ac- 
tions prosecuted  by  assignees,  ap- 
pointed under  the  United  States 
bankrupt  act,  to  set  aside  convey- 
ances made  by  the  bankrupt  when 
insolvent,  and  within  four  months 
before  the  filing  of  the  petition  in 
bankruptcy  against  him,  with  a« 
view  to  give  a  preference  to  one 
of  his  creditors,  who  had  reasona- 
ble cause  to  believe  such  bankrupt 
was  insolvent,  and  that  the  con- 
veyance was  made  in  fraud  of  the 
provisions  of  that  act,  although 
the  cause  of  action  is  one  created 
by  the  act  pf  congress.  {QUbert 
agt.  Priest,  68  Barb,,  889.) 

9.  Where  the  court  has  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject-matter  of  an  action, 
consent  will  confer  jurisdiction  of 
the  person ;  and  in  case  of  a  foreign 
corporation,  such  consent  may  be 
expressed  by  appearing  by  attor- 
ney and  answering  generally  in 
the  action.  (McCormick  agt.  P.  C, 
B.  B.,  49  N,  T,  B,,  303.) 


JURY. 

1.  It  is  the  clear  province  of  the  jury 
to  deal  with  facts,  especially  in 
cases  of  conflict  of  testimony,  and 
the  province  of  the  Jury  only. 
(Marss  agt  Sherrill,  63  Barb.,  21.) 

2.  When  there  is  no  decided  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence  on  either 
side,  the  case  depending  mainly 
upon  the  conflicting  testimony  of 
the  parties  themselves,  who  are 
equally  respectable  and  unim- 
peached,  the  jury  are  the  proper 
persons  to  decide  between  them, 
as  to  whose  testimony  is  entitled 
to  the  greatest  credit     (Id.) 


JUSTICE'S  COURT. 

1.  A  justice  of  the  peace,  holding  a 
court  of  special  sessions,  has  juris- 
diction and  authority  to  pmiish  a 
person  as  for  a  criminal  eonternpt 
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of  such  court,  for  wUlfully  and 
contemptuously  refusing  to  be 
sworn  as  a  witness  by  or  before 
such  court,  or  by  or  before  such 
justice,  while  holding  such  court 
as  a  justice  of  the  peace,  he  hav- 
inj^  been  duly  subpoenaed  as  a 
witness.  (Bawen  agt.  Hunter,  ante, 
198.) 

2.  Where  the  constable  who  serves 
the  summons  for  the  plaintiff  in  a 
justice's  court  appears  and  advo- 
cates the  cause  on  the  trial  for  the 
defendant,  who  did  not  appear  in 
person,  without  producing  any  au- 
thority, and  without  objection  by 
the  plaintiff,  who  personally  ap- 
peared^  the  defendant  cannot,  on 
appeal,  take  advantage  of  such  ap- 
pearance by  the  constable  for  a 
revei-sal  of  the  judgment.  (El- 
dredge  agt  McNiUty,  ante^  440.) 

3.  The  only  demurrer  to  a  complaint 
which  is  allowed  in  a  justice's 
court,  by  the  present  law,  is  when 
t lie  complaint  is  not  sufficiently 
explicit  to  enable  the  defendant  to 
understand  it,  or  when  it  contains 
no  cause  of  action. "  Neither  of 
these  causes  of  demurrer  applies 
to  an  objection  that  the  action  is 
brought  in  a  wrong  county.  {Lap- 
ham  agt.  Rice,  63  Barb,,  485.) 

4.  Although  in  a  summons,  issued 
by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  an  ac- 
tion by  town  officers  of  one  county 
against  town  officers  of  another 
county,  the  official  titles  of  the  re- 
spective parties  are  stated,  yet,  if 
it  be  not  stated  that  the  plaintiff 
sues,  or  the  defendant  is  sued  in 
his  official  capacity,  the  statement 
of  the  official  titles  of  the  parties 
operates  as  a  mere  descrvptio  per- 
SOIUB.     (Id.) 

5.  There  seems  to  be  no  method  by 
which,  in  a  justice's  court,  the  de- 
fendant, in  a  case  where  the  action 
is  commenced  in  a  wrong  county, 
can  avail  himself  of  the  objection, 
except  as  a  ground  of  nonsuit  on 
the  dial,  as  at  conunon  law,  where 


the  objection  is  not  open  to  a  de- 
murrer.   Per  Talcott,  J.    (Id,) 

6.  In  a  justice's  court,  the  objection 
that  the  action  is  brought  in  a 
wrong  county,  if  well  founded, 
must  necessarily  defeat  the  action 
itself:    (Id,) 

7.  In  an  action  tried  in  justice's  court 
by  a  jury,  after  the  rendition  of 
the  verdict  and  entry  thereof  in 
the  docket  of  the  iustice,  the  only 
remaining  judicial  duty  for  him 
to  perform  is  to  determine  the' 
amount  of  costs  to  which  the  pre- 
vailing party  is  entitled,  and  add 
the  same  to  the  verdict ;  the  law 
makes  a  judgment  for  this  amount 
the  only  one  that  can  be  entered 
by  bun.  (2  R  S.,  247,  §  124.)  An 
entry  of  judgment  for  the  party 
prevailing,  preceding  the  state- 
ment of  the  amount,  is  in  no  respect 
the  exercise  of  judicial  power,  but 
the  performance  of  a  mere  minis- 
teriafact  An  omission,  therefore, 
to  make  such  an  entry  will  not 
render  the  entire  proceedings  a 
nullity.  It  may  be  made  by  the 
justice  at  any  time,  and  will,  for 
the  purpose  of  sustaining  the  pro- 
ceedings, be  regarded  as  made. 
(Stephens  agt  Santee,  49  If,  T.  J?., 
53.) 


JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEAfTE. 

1.  Where  a  justice  of  the  peace  mis- 
takenly determines  that  an  offense 
has  been  committed  and  that  there 
is  probable  cause  against  the  ac- 
cused, and  issues  his  warrant  for 
arrest,  an  action  for  false  impris- 
onment will  not  lie  for  the  error 
against  the  complainant  (Davi$ 
agt  Boae,  6  Lans.,  206.) 

2.  A  warrant  is  sufficient  protection 
if  it  charges  a  crime,  although  in 
general  terms.    (Id.) 

8.  Mere  delivery  of  a  warrant,  be- 
lieved to  be  valid,  by  the  com- 
plainant to  the  officer  by  whom  it 
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is  executed,  will  not  subject  to  an 
action  for  false  imprisonment. 
(Id,) 

4.  Otherwise  where  the  warrant  is 
delivered  with  directions  to  arrest, 
if  it  is  void.    (Id.) 

6.  Where  a  justice  of  the  peace  ob- 
tained jurisdictioil  of  an  action,  in 
form  replevin,  by  a  summons  duly 
issued  and  served,  the  appearance 
of  parties,  and  the  joining  of  issue 
therein;  and  after  the  cause  had 
.  been  twice  tried  before  juries,  nei- 
ther of  which  could  agree  upon  a 
verdict,  the  cause  was,  by  agree- 
ment of  parties,  submitted,  upon 
the  evidence  taken,  to  the  justice, 
who  rendered  a  judgment  therein. 
Ileld^  that  whatever  defects  there 
mi^ht  have  been  in  the  affidavit 
and  form  of  the  bond«  they  should 

'  be  regarded  as  waived ;  and  that, 
on  appeal  from  the  judgment,  the 
court  would  not  enter  upon  an 
examination  of  such  defects.  (AU 
ford  agt.  Stevens,  63  Barb.,  29.) 

6.  If  there  is  sufficient  evidence,  if 
believed  by  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
to  sustain  a  iudgmcnt,  the  judg- 
ment rendered  will  not  be  reversed, 
on  appeal,  because  it  was  given 
without  sufficient  evidence  to  sus- 
tain it    (Id.) 

7.  When  there  is  a  conflict  in  the 
evidence,  it  is  for  the  justice  to  de- 
termin*e  which  is  most  credible. 
(Id.) 

8.  When  the  judgment  of  a  justice 
of  the  peace  is  sustained  by  posi- 
tive, direct  and  corroborating  evi- 
dence, sufficient  to  uphold  a  judg- 
ment, it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  re- 
viewing court  to  measure,  in  nice 
scales,  the  weight  of  confficting 
testimony.    (Id.) 

9.  A.  short  summons  can  only  be  is- 
sued, by  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
against  defendants  who  come 
within  the  class  of  persons  who, 
by  the  non-imprisonment  act  of 
1881  (8  i2.  5.,  p.  403,  §§  212-215, 


^th  ed.\  cannot  be  proceeded 
against  by  long  summons  or  war- 
rant. And  that  the  defendant  be- 
longs to  that  class  must  be  made 
to  appear  to  the  justice  by  affida- 
vit.   (Rue  Agt.  Perry,  63  Barb.,  40.) 

10.  A  short  summons  is  an  extraordi- 
nary process,  and  can  only  issue 
on  proper  preliminary  proof;  and, 
as  no  jurisdicti^m  is  obtained  with- 
out such  proof,  a  judgment  appear- 
ing to  have  been  rendered  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  without  it  is 
to  be  presumed  void,  until  the 
party  upon  whom  the  onus  is 
shown  supplies  that  proof!    (Id.) 


L. 


LACHES. 

1.  Where,  in  a  contract  for  tne  con- 
veyance of  lands,  the  payment  of 
the  purchase-price,  or  a  portion 
thereof,  is  to  accompany  or  pre- 
cede the  delivery  of  the  deed,  but 
no  time  is  fixed  for  such  payment 
and  delivery,  the  payment  is  to  be 
made  in  a  reasonable  time  or  upon 
request ;  and  a  delay  of  three  years 
and  upward  after  such  request, 
without  any  excuse  therefor,  is 
such  laches  as  will  preclude  a  judg- 
ment for  specific  performance. 
(Finch  agt.  Parker,  49  N.  T.  R,  1.) 

2.  Where,  by  laches,  the  remedy  at 
law  is  barred  and  the  rights  to  a 
specific  performance  forfeited, 
there  can  be  no  recovery  of  what 
has  been  paid  upon  the  contract. 
(Id.) 

8.  A  court  of  equity  will  not,  any 
more  than  a  court  of  law,  excuse 
laches  and  ctoss  negligence  in  the 
assertion  o?  a  right  to  a  specific 
performance  of  a  contract.  But 
where  time  has  not  been  made  of 
the  essence  of  the  contract  by  its 
terms,  although  there  may  not  be 
performance  upon  the  day,  if  the 
delay  is  excused  and  the  situation 
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of  the  parties  and  property  un- 
changed, and  the  party  reasonably 
vigilant,  the  court  will  relieve  from 
the  consequences  of  the  delay. 
(Hubbell  agt  Von  Schoening^  49  JY. 
r.  K,  826.) 

4  A  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  lands  will  not 
be  granted  wherfc  the  vendee  has 
delayed  seventeen  years  after  the 
refusal  of  the  vendor  to  perform 
before  seeking  to  enforce  it,  and 
where,  meanwhile,  the  situation 
of  the  parties  and  the  condition 
and  value  of  the  property  has 
greatly  changed.  (Peters  agt  Delor 
plaine,  49  N.  7.  i?.,  362.) 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  A  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  in 
a  lease  relates  only  to  the  lessor's 
title,  and  means  that  the  lessee 
shall  not  be  evicted  by  a  para- 
mount title,  but  does  not  secure 
undisturbed  enjoyment  where 
there  is  no  eviction  from  the  pre- 
mises. {CoddingUm  agt  Dunham^ 
ante  J  40.) 

2.  The  question  whether  a  failure  to 
insure  a  supply  of  croton  water 
amounts  to  an  eviction  must  depend 
upon  the  necessity  of  the  supply 
for  the  purposes  of  the  tenement 
and  the  lessor's  liability  to  keep  it 
up,  and  that  liability  can  exist 
only  where  the  lessor  has  obli- 
gated himself  so  to  do.  Where 
no  such  obligation  exists  in  the 
lease,  none  can  be  implied.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  the  utmost  of  the  lessor's 
obligation  is  shown  to  be  only  a 
negSct  to  repair,  it  is  well  settled 
that  he  is  not  bound  to  repair  ex- 
cept by  express  agreement.    (Id.) 

4  Where  there  is  no  obligation  in 
the  lease  to  keep  up  a  supply  of 
croton  water,  it  follows  that  a 
counter-daim  for  damages,  which 
is  based  upon  such  assumed  obli- 
gation, must  also  fail.    (Id,) 


5.  The  statute  of  1860,  allowing  a 
tenant  to  abandon  the  demised 
premises  when  they  become  un- 
tenantable without  any  fault  of 
his,  does  not  apply  to  the  letting 
of  the  premises  with  a  full  know- 
ledge that  the  premises  are  to  be 
rendered  untenantable,  and  with 
a  view  to  occupancy  while  in  that 
condition.  (Awieimerdkgl,  Ktvhn^ 
ante,  127.) 

6.  A  lease  of  a  store  which,  by  the  un- 
derstanding of  the  parties,  is  to  be 
used  and  is  used  for  the  sale  of 
lottery  tickets,  is  void.  (Edelmuth 
agt.  mcGarren,  ante,  191.) 

7.  A  tenant  may  set  up,  by  way  of 
counter-claim,  in  an  action  by  his 
landlord  against  him  to  recover 
rent,  damaged  sustained  by  him  by 
reason  of  the  neglect  and  refusal 
of  the  landlord  to  perform  and 
fulfill  his  agreement  to  keep  the 
premises  in  repair.  (Cooke  agt. 
Soule,  ante,  340.) 

8.  The  tenant  may  also  elect  to  make 
the  necessary  repairs  on.  the  de- 
mised premises,  and  recover  of 
the  lanolord  the  expenses  thereof. 
(Id.) 

9.  Where  the  tenant  makes  partial 
repairs  he  is  not  confined  in  his 
recovery  to  the  expense  thereof 
exclusively,  but  may  recover  for 
other  damages  sustained  before 
and  after  such  partial  repairs. 
(Id.) . 

10.  As  a  measure  of  damages  the 
tenant  is  entitled  to  prove  the  dif- 
ference between  the  value  of  the 
premises  as  they  actually  were, 
and  as  they  would  have  been,  if 
kept  in  repair  by  the  landlord  ac- 
cording to  his  agreement.  Such 
an  agreement  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
warranty,  and  the  principle  appli- 
cable to  damages  on  a  warranty 
applies  to  it.    (Id) 

11.  The  tenant  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover damages  to  his  property  and 
also  the  difference  in  the  value  of 
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the  premises,  both,  but  may  elect 
eiUier  rule,    (id.) 

12.  A  party  entitled  to  damages, 
where  different  rules  for  measuring 
damages  exist,  may  give  evidence 
tending  to  establish  the  amount 
according  to  either  rule,  leaving 
the  jury,  under  proper  instruc- 
tions, to  select  that  which  is  most 
just  and  reasonable.    (Id.) 

18.  Where,  imder  a  lease,  it  was 
contracted  between  lessor  and  les- 
sees that  the  former  should,  if  the 
latter  so  desired,  put  in  an  efficient 
steam  hoisting  apparatus,  for  the 
use  of  which  the.  lessees  should 
pay  twelve  per  cent  per  annum 
on  the  cost  of  the  same,  on  the 
usual  quarter-davs  for  the  pay- 
ment of  rent,  and  keep  the  same 
in  repair,  and  where  there  was  at 
the  time  on  the  premises  (which 
were  a  lar^e  five-stoiy  store,  fifty 
feet  firont,  m  the  business  part  of 
the  city)  an  open  hatchway,  which 
extended  through  every  floor,  from 
the  top  to  the  sub-cellar,  the  pre- 
sumption of  law,  in  the  absence  of 
any  stipulation  to  place  said  steam 
hoisting  apparatus  in  another  part 
of  the  building,  would  be  that  the 
parties  meant  and  intended  by 
their  said  a^eement  to  place  said 
steam  hoisting  apparatus  ih  said 
open  hatchway.  (A^er  agt.  Kobbe, 
ante,  873.) 

14.'  Consequently,  when  the  tenant 
gave  notice  of  such  election  to 
nave  the  said  steam  hoisting  appa- 

.  ratus  so  put  in,  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  landlord  to  put  the  same  in 
said  opening  and  nowhere  else, 
and  if  the  tenant  resisted  him  by 
injunction,  such  injunction  should 
be  dissolved,  even  though  such 
erection  there  would  seriously  ob- 
struct the  only  entrance  to  the  de- 
fendant's portion  of  the  buildhig. 
(Id.) 

15.  Nor  were  the  rights  and  duties 
of  the  lessor  in  this  regard  at  all 
changed  by  the  sub-letting  of  a 
portion  of  the  premises  to  these 


defendants  and  of  the  remaining 
portion  to  other  sub-tenants.    (Id. ) 

16.  It  seems  an  agent  employed  to  let 
premises  and  collect  the  rents  has 
no  authority  to  consent  to  the  sub- 
stitution of  a  new  tenant,  and  the 
discharge  of  the  original  lessee,- 
that  not  being  within  the  ordinary 
scope  of  such  an  agent's  authority. 
(Wusan  agt.  Lester,  64  Barb.,  431.) 

17.  A  renting  of  premises  by  the 
month,  ana  which  is  to  be  from 
month  to  month^  can  bear  but  one 
interpretation,  viz. ,  that,  to  be  con- 
tinued, it  must  be  renewed  month- 
ly ;  and  to  terminate  the  tenancy, 
a  month's  notice  is  not  requisite. 
(The  People  ex  rel.  AWiouee  agt. 
Oodet,  64  Barb.,  476.) 


LEASE. 

1.  A  lease  of  a  store  which,  by  the 
understanding  of  the  parties,  is  to 
be  used  and  is  used  for  the  ^e  of 
lottery  tickets,  is  void.  (Edelmuth 
agt  ilcQarren,  ante,  191.) 

2.  Where  a  lease  is  under  seal,  a  pa- 
rol agreement  to  terminate  the 
lease  and  accept  another  person  as 
tenant,  without  an  actual  surren- 
der, is  not  sufficient  to  terminate 
the  first  lease,  where  the  unexpir- 
ed term  is  more  than  a  year.  ( Wil- 
son agt.  LesieTf  64  Barb.,  431.) 

8.  Nor  will  the  mere  receipt  of  rent 
from  the  assignee  of  the  lease  have 
that  effect,  where  there  is  no  proof 
of  the  surrender  of  the  premises, 
and  an  acceptance  of  the  assignee 
as  tenant    (Id.) 

4.  Although,  by  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, the  doctrine  of  implied  cove- 
nants was  abrogated,  as  to  convey- 
ances, it  has  been  held  that  tbis 
statute  does  not  apply  to  leases  for 
years.  Covenants,  therefore,  are 
still  implied  in  leases  of  that  char- 
acter. (Lynch  agt.  The  Onondaga 
ikdt  Oo.,  64  Bivrb.,  558.) 
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LEGISLATURE. 

1.  The  power  of  the  legislature  is 
omnipotent,  within  constitutional 
limits..  And  the  good  of  the  great- 
est number  is  regarded  by  the  le- 
gislature as  its  justification  for  the 
extraordinary  use  of  its  power. 
{TheF^aples^  The  New  TarkGaa 
Company,  64  Barb.,  55.) 

2.  Although  an  act  of  the  le^slature 
beimconstitutional,  the  legislature 
may,  by  a  subsequent  act,  direct 
the  expenses  incurred  by  such  le- 
gislation to  be  paid.  {The  People 
ex  rel.  Kingdand  agt  Bradley,  64 
Barb.,  228.) 


LIBEL. 

1.  Matters  in  mitigation  may  now  be 
pleaded  as  a  pi^ial  defense ;  and 
they  must  be  so  pleaded  to  be  avail- 
able at  the  trial.  The  fact  that  one 
of  several  answers  commences  as 
an  answer  in  bar  in  the  ordinary 
form,  cannot  vitiate  the  same  as 
an  answer  setting  up  mitigating 
facts  and  circumstances  under  sec- 
tion 165  of  the  Code.  The  fact 
that  such  answer  sets  up  matters 
which  tend  to  show  the  truth  of 
the  charge  contained  in  the  publi- 
cation, does  not  affect  the  ques- 
tion. {Bennett  agt.  Matthews,  64 
Barb,,  410.) 

2.  A  defendant  is  now  entitled  to  set 
up  matters  by  way  of  mitigation, 
with  the  proper  averments  that  he 
believed  sudi  matters  to  be  true, 
at  the  time  of  the  publication,  and 
made  such  publication  without 
malice.    (Id) 

3.  Answers  which  profess  to  be  full 
answers  to  the  cause  of  action,  and 
set  up  matter  adapted  and  tending 
to  establish  a  lustification  of  the 
libel  set  up  in  the  complaint  as  the 
cause  of  action,  must  be  deemed 
answers  in  justification.    (Id.) 

4.  Whether  in  an  action  for  libel, 
brought  since  the  Code,  testimony 


as  to  the  general  character  of  the 
plaintiff  can  be  received  without 
being  specially  set  up  in  the  an- 
swer, qaare.    (Id.) 

5.  It  ieeme  that  it  has  been  the 
general  practice  at  the  circuits, 
since  the  Code,  to  receive  such  evi- 
dence without  its  being  specially 
set  up  in  the  answer.  Per  E.  D. 
Smith,  J.,  ui    (Id.) 


LIEN. 

1.  When  a  lien  is  once  extinguished 
at  law,  it  cithnot  be  revived  again. 
(HiU  agt.  Ptxley,  68  Barb.,  200.) 


LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS.. 


1.  The  statute  of  limitations  havine 
commenced  to  run,  is  suspended 
by  death  only  in  the  cases,  and  to 
the  extent,  expressly  provided  by 
the  same  or  some  other  statute. 
Disabilities  cannot  be  tacked  to 
disabilities.  (Beach  agt.  Beynolde, 
UBarb.,  506.) 

2.*  There  seems  to  be  no  reason  why 
the  statute  of  limitations  should 
not  be  applicable  to  an  attempt  to 
revive 'and  continue  a  suit  which 
has  abated.    (Id) 

8.  The  same  policy  upon  which  stat- 
utes of  limitations  are  based  as  ap- 
plicable to  other  cases,  seems  to 
applv  with  at  least  equal  force  to 
a  suit  which,  though  in  a  situation 
to  be  revived,  has  lain  unrevived 
and,abandoned  through  the  period 
which  would  have  barred  its  com- 
mencement. And  the  settled  law 
is  that  the  statute  of  limitations 
always  was  a  good  plea  to  a  bill  of 
revivor.    (Id) 

4.  The  requirement  of  section  110 
of  the  Code,  that  an  acknowledg- 
ment or  new  promise  to  take  a 
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case  oat  of  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  must  be  in 
writing,  does  not  alter  the  effect 
of  a  payment  of  principal  or  in- 
terest. Nor  does  it  prescribe  any 
new  rule  of  evidence  as  to  the 
fact  of  such  payment ;  and  it  may 
be  proved  by  oral  admissions  of 
the  debtor.  Such  payment  may 
be  made  by  an  agent,  and  the 
authoritv  of  the  agent  may  be 
proved  by  parol  evidence.  (Mr$t 
National  Bank  agt.  BaUoUy  49  if. 
r.  R.,  165.) 

5.  While  the  framers  of  the  Code 
abolislied  the  distinction  in  actions 
and  the  forms  of  actions,  they 
recognized  the  difterent  classes  of 
rights,  and  the  clear  distinction 
between  legal  and  equitable  causes 
of  action  and  the  different  reme- 
dies. And  the  legislature,  in 
adopting  that  portion  of  the  Code 
limiting  the  time  for  the  com- 
mencement of  actions,  intended  a 
simple  revision,  not  a  change  in 
the  prior  statutes.  Where  an 
action  for  relief  is  spoken  of  in 
sections  91  and  97,  reference  is 
had  to  actions  which  before  the 
Code  were  only  cognizable  in 
courts  of  equity,    (/rf. ) 

6.  An  action  for  the  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract  under  seal 
is  not  an  action  upon  a  sealed  in- 
strument within  the  meaning  of 
section  90.  The  contract  gives  no 
absolute  right  to  a  specific  per- 
formance, and  the  exercise  of  this 
branch  of  equity  jurisdiction  is 
not  a  matter  of  right  but  of  dis- 
cretion, and  the  relief  sought  is 
granted  or  refused  according  to 
the  circumstances  of  each  case, 
irrespective  of  the  former  charac- 
ter of  the  contract  or  the  founda- 
tion of  the  liability.  But  such  an 
action,  whether  it  grows  out  of  a 
contract  under  seal,  a  written  in- 
strument not  under  seal,  or  a  parol 
contract,  is  included  in  section  97, 
and  is  barred  at  the  expiration  of 
ten  years  from  the  time  the  cause 
of  action  accrued.    (Id.) 


LIS  PENDENS. 

1.  Whether  that  clause  of  section 
132  of  the  Code  which  declares  a 

grantee  and  incumbrancer  whose 
conveyance  or  incumbrance  is  re- 
corded, after  filing  a  lis  pendens^  a 
subsequent  purchaser  or  incum- 
brancer, applies  to  a  Uh  pendens 
filed  in  case  o*  an  attachment, 
doubted.  Per  Mullin,  P.  J. 
{Laviont  agt  Chesfiire^  6  Lant,^ 
284.) 

2.  And  querCy  whether  the  applica- 
tion of  the  clause  is  not  limited  to 
actions  of  foreclosure.    (Id.) 

3.  Possession  of  real  property  is  no- 
tice, to  a  purchaser  at  execution 
sale  upon  judgment  in  an  action 
where  such  property  is  attached 
and  a  /t»  pendens  filed,  of  the  pos- 
sessor's title.    (Id.) 

4.  The  implied  notice  of  title  by 
possession  has  the  same  effect,  in 
such  case,  as  in  the  case  of  a  con- 
veyance.   (Id.) 


LOTTERIES. 

1  i  Various  objections  were  presented 
and  urged  to  the  granting  of  the 
motion,  which  were  examined  by 
the  court,  and  decided  adversely 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  last  of  which 
was,  that  lottery  grants  are  not 
property  and  are  forbidden  in  this 
state,  and  anything  connected  with 
them  was  illegal,  worthless  and 
void.  Eddy  that  it  is  a  principle 
as  old  as  the  common  law,  that 
courts  ought  not  to  lend  their  aid 
in  compelling  the  performance  of 
contiticts  which  arise  ex  turpi 
causa;  that  whenever  a  contract 
or  transaction  is  tainted  with  tur- 
pitude it  cannot  be  enforced.  But 
if  it  is  sought  to  apply  these  and 
similar  principles  to  the  claims 
made  by  the  defendants,  Wood 
and  Colton,  in  respect  of  the  lot- 
tery grants,  etc.,  which  are  the 
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subject  of  the  action^  does  it  not 
equally  apply  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
what  right  had  he  therefore  to  call 
on  the  court  to  appoint  a  receiver? 
(Simmons  agt.  Wood^  anUj  262.) 

2.  Whatever  may  be  said  of  the  lot- 
tery grants  and  franchises,  there 
was  other  property  set  forth  in  the 
deed  of  trus*  and  referred  to  in 
the  complainf,  covered  by  the  or- 
der and  made  the  subject  of  the 
sale,  which  came  withm  the  pro- 
tection of  law,  although  its  chief 
value,  probably,  consisted  in  the 
use  to  which  it  was  applied  in  the 
lottery  business.    (Id.) 

8.  Lottery  grants  and  franchises  were 
based  on  certain  statutes  of  les- 
son ri,  Kentucky,  Delaware  and 
Georgia,  and  were  lawful  grants 
and  property  according  to  the 
laws  of  those  states,  as  was  for- 
merly the  case  under  the  statute 
laws  of  this  state,  but  which  are 
now  repealed,  and  lotteries  are 
now  prohibited  here  as  contrary 
to  morality  and  public  good.   (Id.) 

4.  While  it  must  be  admitted  the 
business  of  lotteries^  which  the 
above  named  states  hcense,  could 
not  be  lawfully  carried  on  here, 
still  it  would  seem  that  when  the 
grants  are  the  subject  of  litigation 
In  this  state  the  courts  here,  within 
the  rule  of  comity,  would  extend 
to  them  protection  as  rights  of  the 
states  which  created  them.    (Id.) 

M. 

MANDAMUS. 

1.  It  is  a  rule,  applicable  to  the  writ 
of  mandamus,  that  if  the  relator 
asks  for  more  than  he  is  entitled 
to,  the  application  should  be  de- 
nied, (the  People  ex  rel.  Byrries 
agt  Green,  64  Barb.,  162.) 

2.  The  case  of  corporations  and  min- 
isterial officers  is  an  exception  to 
the  general  rule  that  a  mandamus 
will  not  lie  where  the  party  has  a 
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remedy  by  action.  They  may  be 
compelled  to  exercise  their  func- 
tions according  to  law  by  man- 
damus, even  though  the  party  has 
another  remedy  by  action  for 
neglect  of  duty.  (Buck  aft.  The 
CUy  of  Loekport,^  Lane.,  251.) 


MARRIED  WOMEN. 

1.  The  contracts  and  promissory 
notes  of  married  women  are  still 
invalid  at  common  la^,  when  not 
given  in  the  cases  allowed  by  the 
statute  of  March  20, 1860.  (KinM 
agt.  Kinne,  ante,  61.) 

2.  The  fact  that  the  defendant,  a 
married  woman,  had,  at  the  time 
of  giving  her  promissory  note  in 
suit,  an  expectation  to  receive  mo- 
ney upon  the  death  of  her  hus- 
band, upon  an  ante-nuptial  agree- 
ment, does  not  make  her  note 
vidid.    (Id.) 

8.  A  married  woman  conducting  a 
separate  business  in  her  own  name 
and  on  her  own  account,  through 
or  by  her  husband  as  her  agent,  m 
which  business  notes  were  issued 
payable  at  a  bank  for  the  purpose 
of  that  business,  is  not  liable  on  a 
note  issued  by  such  agent  in  her 
name,  which  was  diverted  from  or 
not  used  in  that  business,  even  at 
the  suit  of  a  bona  fide  holder,  who 
took  the  note  under  the  representa- 
tion that  the  note  arose  on  a  fair 
business  transaction.  (Bogert  agt. 
QvXick,  ante,  385.) 

4.  It  does  not  help  the  holder  of 
said  note  to  show  that  the  wife 
conducted  business  on  her  own 
account  and  in  her  own  name, 
nor  that  her  husband,  as  her  agent,, 
carried  on  the  same,' nor  that  the 
representations  as  to  the  business 
character  of  the  note  in  question 
were  made  to  the  plaintiff.  It 
comes  back  to  this,  was  the  note 
made  or  negotiated  in  respect  to 
the  business  or  separate  estate  of 
the  defendant?    Ii  not,  it  is  void^ 
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The  legal  incapacity  of  married 
women  to  make  valid  contracts  is 
the  same  now  as  it  was  before  oar 
late  statutes,  unless  the  contracts 
relate  to  their  business  or  separate 
estate.  Except  as  to  her  business 
and  her  separate  estate,  the  at- 
tempted obligations  of  a  married 
woman  are  void.    {Id.) 

6.  The  indorsement  of  a  promissory 
note  by  a  married  woman^  at  the 
request  of  and  for  the  benefit  of 
her  husband,  without  any  benefit 
to  hep  separate  estate,  is  wid. 
(PliiUips  agt  Wicks,  ante,  477.) 

6.  The  obligation  of  a  married  wo- 
man, except  in  the  cases  where  Her 
separate  property  is  involved,  is 
void.  (E^mee  agt.  De  WiU,  63  Barb,, 
53.) 

MISTAKE. 

1.  The  mistake  of  one  party,  and  the 
fraud  of  the  other,  is  quite  as  good 
cause  for  vacating  the  settlement 
of  a  claim  as  a  mutual  mistake. 
{Bloodgood  agt.  Sears,  64  Barb.,  71.) 

2.  WTiere  a  party  having  a  claim 
against  an  estate,  for  services  ren- 
dered, was  induced  to  make  a  set- 
tlement of  such  claim,  with  the  ad- 
ministrator, by  an  erroneous  state- 
ment contained  in  the  inventory  of 
the  estate,  whereby  a  lage  portion 
of  such  estate  was  suppressed,  and 
the  administrator  violated  his  du- 
ty, in  concealing  that  part  of  the 
estate  so  suppressed, — Held,  that 
this  was  a  proper  case  for  vacating 
the  settlement.    {Id,) 

8.  To  a  complaint  on  promissory 
notes,  the  defendant  set  up  in  de- 
fense a  failure  of  consideration, 
for  the  ^;pa8on  that  the  notes  were 
given  for  exclusive  ferry  rights 
which  the  payee  held  under  a  city 
ordinance,  which  proved,  upon 
judicial  determination,  ultra  mres 
of  the  city  corporation.  Held,  no 
defense,  and  demurrable  for  that 
reason.  {Carpentier  agt  Minium, 
6  Lans,,  66.) 


4.  Also,  that  the  mistake  of  the 
vendor  and  vendee  was  in  regard 
to  a  general  law  of  the  land.    {Id,) 


MORTGAGE. 

1.  Where  a  mortgage  contains  a 
clause  authorizing  the  mortgagee, 
upon  non-payment  of  interest  for 
thirty  days  after  it  becomes  due,  to 
elect  that  the  whole  amount  un- 
paid shall  become  due,  after  a  de- 
fault has  occurred,  and  the  mort- 
gagee has  made  his  election  in 
accordance  with  the  stipulation, 
he  cannot  be  compelled  to  accept 
the  interest  and  waive  the  stipula- 
tion. Nor  is  he  estopped  from  as- 
serting his  right  of  election  by  the 
commencement  of  a  foreclosure 
suit  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
thirty  days,  the  complaint  wherein 
simply  sets  up  a  default  in  the  psky- 
ment  of  an  installment  of  princi- 
pal then  due  and  of  the  interest. 
I^or  does  he  waive  his  right  to 
elect  by  receiving  the  instalment 
of  principal.  He  has  the  right  to 
file  an  amended  and  supplemental 
complaint,  and  proceea  m  the  ac- 
tion for  the  collection  of  the  bal- 
ance unpaid.  {Malcolm  agt.  AUen, 
^9  2f,  ri?.,  448.) 

2.  Where,  in  such  a  case,  after  tender 
of  the  interest  dnd  costs,  the  mort- 
ga^,  without  amending  his  com- 
plaint, obtains  an  order  of  sale  for 
the  interest  onl^,  and  perfects  judg- 
ment, Arom  which  oraer  and  judg- 
ment no  appeal  is  taken,  the  court 
has  power,  upon  motion  and  no- 
tice to  the  mortgagor,  to  make  a 
supplemental  order  directing  a  sale 
and  payment,  out  of  the  proceeds, 
of  the  balance  of  the  mortgage 
debt,  with  judgment  against  the 
mortgagor  for  any  deficiency.  {Id,) 


MORTGAGE  FORECLOSURE. 

1.  In  1858  a  second  mortgage,  simi- 
lar in  its  terms  to  the  pTaintifis* 
mortgage,  was  executed  by  the 
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company  to  Daniel  S.  Miller  and 
Miles  S.  Sampson,  trustees,  to  se- 
cure a  further  issue  of  bonds  by 
the  company  to  the  amount  of 
$600,000.  The  mortgage  was  de- 
clared, in  terms,  to  be  subject  to 
the  plaintiffs'  mortgage.  After- 
wards, in  1653,  the  company  exe- 
cuted to  the  second  mortgagors  as 
a  further  security  a  chattel  mort- 
gage, describing  particularly  the 
personal  property.  This  chattel 
mortgage  was  also  declared  to  be 
subject  to  the  plaintiffs*  mortgage. 
(Stevens  agt.  Buffalo,  <§c.,  S,  i?. 
Co,,  ante,  104.) 

3.  The  second  mortgage  was  given 
after  the  greater  part  of  the  pro- 
perty, real  and  personal,  had  been 
acquired  by  the  company  after 
the  first  mortgage  was  ^ven,  as 
well  as  that  which  was  mcluded 
in  the  first  mortgage.    (Id, ) 

8.  The  defendant,  Watson,  was  a 
holder  of  some  of  the  bonds  se- 
cured by  the  second  mortgage, 
and  also  a  judgment  creditor  of 
the  company  for  $5,442.61,  which 
was  a  lien  on  all  the  property  of 
the  company.  Held,  on  a  foreclo- 
sure of  the  first  mortgage  by  the 
plaintiffs,  that  it  was  a  valid  lien 
upon  all  the  property  of  the  mort- 

fagors  (the  railroad  company)  em- 
raced  within  the  terms  oi  the 
mortgage,  whether  owned  by  the 
company  at  its  date,  or  whether 
subsequently  acquired.    (Id.) 

4.  In  equity  the  mortgage  of  the 
subsequently  acquired  property  is 
valid,  and  maybe  enforced  agamst 
the  mortgagors  and  all  other  per- 
sons, except  purchasers  for  value 
and  without  notice.    (Id.) 

5.  The  covenant  for  further  assur- 
ance contained  in  the  plaintiffs' 
mortgage  operates  as  an  equitable 
lien  upon  the  after-acquired  pro- 
perty.   (Id.) 

6.  The  trustees  in  the  second  mort- 
gage and  Watson  were  not  bona 
fide  purchasers  nor  entitled  to  pre- 


ference. These  trustees  took  their 
mortgages  expressly  subject  to  the 
plaintifis'  moitgage,  and  Watson, 
at  most,  had  but  a  general  lien  by 
judgment  on  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion.   (Id.) 

7.  A  specific  equitable  lien  upon 
land  is  entitled  to  a  preference 
over  a  subsequent  leg^  lien  by 
judgment.    (Id.) 

8.  A  mortgage  made  by  a  corpora- 
tion as  the  borrower,  the  statutes 
of  usury  have  no  application  to  it 
(Id.) 

9.  If  there  is  no  statute  limiting  the 
rate  of  interest  upon  loans  to  cor- 
porations, illegality  or  taint  of 
usury  cannot  be  imputed  to  their 
contracts  as  borrowers.    (Id.) 

10.  The  recital  in  a  deed  of  a  mort- 
gage upon  the  land  conveyed,  with 
a  clause  that  the  grantee  hereby 
assumes  to  pay  and  discharge  the 
same,  the  grantee  and  his  assigns 
are  estopped  from  denying  its 
Validity,  or  of  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  foreclose  and  sell  the  land 
therein  described,  notwithstanding 
the  conveyance ;  and  a  subsequent 
mortgagee  upon  another  property, 
also  qiortgaged  to  the  plaintiff  to 
secure  a  part  of  the  same  debt, 
has  a  right  in  equity  to  compel 
the  plaintiff  to  satisfy,  from  the 
land  so  conveyed,  its  due  propor- 
tion of  the  buraen  it  bears,  the 
plaintiff  holding  two  funds  for  the 
same  debt.  (National  State  Bank 
of  Troy  agt  Hibbard,  ante,  280.) 

11.  A  subsequent  creditor  upon  one 
only  of  the  funds  has  a  right  to 
throw  the  plaintiff,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, upon  the  land  which  the 
defendant  has  no  lien  and  cannot 
reach  to  satisfy  its  proportion  of 
the  double  fund,  on  the  ground 
that  the  lands  are  charged  with  a 
burden,  and  the  charge  ought  to 
be  borne  equally,  and  one  part 
ought  not  to  bear  more  than  its 
due  proportion,  and  equity  will 
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preserve  this  equality  by  com- 
pelling the  owner  of  each  part  to 
pay  its  just  proportion.    {Id.) 

12.  Where  a  purchaser  at  a  mort- 
gage foreclosure  sale  bids  off  the 
property  and  pays  down  ten  per 
cent  of  the  purchase-money,  but 
neglects  further  to  complete  his 
purchase,  and  the  referee,  under 
the  terms  of  sale,  without  another 
application  to  the  court,  advertises 
the  premises  for  resale  on  the  pur- 
chaser's account,  which  are  sold 
and  stiiick  off  to  the  same  pur- 
chaser at  a  less  amount  than  on 
the  first  purchase,  who  pays  ten 
per  cent  (m  the  last  purchase,  the 
purchaser  is  entitlea  to  have  the 
purchase  completed  on  payment  of 
the  amount  bid  on  the  second  sale, 
and  in  doing  so  is  entitled  to  credit 
for  aU  moneys  he  has  paid.  {Home 
Ins.  Co.  agt.  Jones,  ante,  498.) 


MOTIONS  AND  ORDERS. 

1.  An  order,  in  an  action  for  divorce, 
requiring  the  husband  to  pay  a 
sum  necessary  to  enable  the  wife 
to  carry  on  the  suitj  to  be  used  for 
a  specific  purpose  in  the  suit,  in- 
stead of  fur  the  purposes  of  the 
suit  geHei*ally.  is  proper.  {SeMoe- 
mer  agt.  Schloemer,  49  N.  T,  li., 
82.) 


MUNICIPAL  LAW. 

1.  Where,  after  a  return  is  made  to 
a  writ  of  eommon4aw  certiorari, 
the  court  is  satisfied  upon  a  hear- 
ing that  the  writ  was  improvi- 
dently  issued,  or  that  justice  and 
equity,  or  a  regard  to  considera- 
tions of  public  policy  or  public 
inconvenience,  require  such  a  de- 
cision in  respect  to  it,  they  will 
dismiss  the  writ  without  passing 
upon  the  merits  upon  the  particu- 
lar questions  raised  or  designed  to 
be  raised  by  it  for  review.  (People 
ex  rel.,  &c.,  agt.  Common  Counmof 
UUea,  ante,  ^.) 


2.  This  rule  applied  in  this  case, 
where  the  writ  was  issued  with  a 
view  to  review  and  set  aside  the 
proceedings  of  the  common  coun- 
cil of  the  city  of  Utica  for  alleged 
irregularities  in  regulating,  emd- 
ing  and  paving  a  portion  of  Gene- 
see street,  in  that  city,  which  pro- 
ceedings had  been  commenced 
and  carried  on  for  nearly  two 
years  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the 
writ,  and  most  of  the  assessments 
therefor,  other  than  the  relators*, 
who  were  property  owners  thereon, 
had  been  laid  and  collected.    {Id.) 

8.  The  common  council  are  in  prin- 
ciple and  in  fact  nothing  more 
than  agents  of  the  property-owners 
in  cities,  in  making  such  improve- 
ments, and  when  the  pmperty- 
owners  benefited  thereby  suffer 
the  improvements  to  proceed  and 
be  completed,  they  should  be  held 
to  afiflrm  the  acts  of  their  agents 
in  constructing  such  work.    {Id.) 


NEGLIGENCE. 

1.  On  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the 
trial,  upon  the  question  of  negli- 
gence for  personal  injui^^es,  all 
disputed  facts  are  to  be  decided  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  all  pre- 
sumptions and  inferences  which 
plaintiff  has  a  right  to  ask  from 
the  jury  are  to  be  conceded  to 
him.    {)£yers  agt.  Dixon,  ante,  48.) 

2.  It  has  been  settled  by  authority 
that  footmen  and  teams  have  equal 
rights  in  traveling  upon  public 
streets  or  highways;  and  if  it  is 
made  to  appear  that  the  driver  of 
a  horse  and  wagon  could  have 
stopped  his  horse  in  time,  or  so 
have  guided  it  as  to  have  avoided 
running  against  a  foot  passenger, 
his  negligence,  and  the  consequent 
liability  of  his  employer  for  the  in- 
jury, so  far  as  the  question  of  de- 
fendant's negliffeuce  is  concerned, 
are  established.     The  defendant 
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may,  however,  insist  upon  the  sub- 
mission of  this  question  to  the 
jury,  but  when  having  failed  to 
make  such  request  in  terms,  he 
has  waived  his  right  in  that 
respect,  and  the  court  is  fully  justi- 
fied in  holding  defendant's  negli- 
gence established,  and  in  submit- 
ting to  the  iury  only  the  question 
of  plaintiff  s  alleged  contributory 
negligence.    (Id.) 

3.  Where,  in  an  action  for  killing 
plainiitTs  horse  through  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendants*  employe, 
the  evidence  showed  that  the  de- 
fendants' horse,  which  the  employe 
was  driving,  caught  his  tall  around 
the  reins,  opposite  plaiutifTs  place 
ot  business,  and  bc^an  to  back,  and 
backed  against  plaintiff's  hoi-se  and 
wagon,  standing  near  the  curbstone 
opposite  plaintiff's  place,  by  means 
of  which  plaintiff^s  horse  (not  being 
hitched)  took  fright  and  ran  away, 
by  which  it  received  injuries  re- 
sultmg  in  its  death  soon  atler- 
wards, — Held^  that  the  question  of 
defendants'  negligence,  as  well  as 
the  plaintiff's  contributory  negli- 
gence, having  been,  as  questions  of 
fact,  submitted  to  the  jury,  and 
they  having  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  this  court  would  not  dis- 
turb the  verdict,  and  hold,  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  that  the  defendant  was 
not  guilty  of  negligence,  whatever 
might  be  their  own  views  on  the 
subject.  (Campbell  agt.  Kearney ^ 
ante,  87.) 

4.  In  an  action  of  tort  for  defend- 
ant's negligence,  testimony  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  tending  to 
establish  contributory  neglig:ence 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs, 
whether  such  testimony  is  founded 
on  a  voluntary  agreement  by  the 
plaintiffs  or  otherwise,  is  admissi- 
ble under  a  general  denial  in  the 
answer.  (Brown  agt.  EUiott^  anto, 
182.) 

5.  One  assuming  the  voluntary  per- 
formance of  an  act  or  duty  for  an- 
other cannot  make  any  claim  for 
malfeasance  or  neglect  in  respect 


to  such  matters  when  such  mal- 
feasance or  neglect  has  been  caused 
by  him  or  to  which  he  has  contri- 
buted.   (Id.) 

6.  Where  the  court  allowed  witnesses 
to  testifjT  to  the  amount  of  damages 
the  plaintiffs  sustained  occasioned 
by  the  overflow  of  croton  water 
on  their  goods  by  making  general 
and  gross  estimates  of  such  dam- 
ages,— Held,  that  such  testimony 
was  improper.    (Id.) 

7.  And  where  plaintiffs  were  allowed 
to  prove  and  recover  as  part  of 
their  damages  the  amount  of  injury 
to  goods  in  their  store  owned  by  a 
co-occupant,  and  to  which  the 
plaintiffs  had  neither  possession 
nor  the  right  of  possession, — Held, 
error.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  an  action  is  brought  against 
a  defendant  as  warehouseman  to 
recover  for  the  loss  of  property  left 
with  him  as  such  warehouseman 
on  the  groimd  of  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  the 
court  will  rigidly  adhere  to  the 
rule  that  the  burden  of  proof  rests 
upon  the  defendant  to  explain  and 
account  for  the  loss.  (Coleman 
agt  lAoingskm,  ante,  483.) 

9.  But,  at  the  same  time,  where  the 
testimony,  giv^i  on  the  part  of  the 
defense,  fully  and  satisfactorily 
explains  the  manner  of  the  loss, 
and  that  the  defendant  did  not  in 
any  way  contribute  by  any  neglect 
or  want  of  precaution  on  his  part 
to  such  loss,  and  in  the  absence  of 
proof  on  plaintiff's  side  from 
which  negligence  could  be  in- 
ferred, the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  a  nonmcit.    (Id.) 

10.  In  an  action  to  recover  on  the 
ground  of  the  defendant's  negli- 
gence, the  plaintiff  need  not  allege 
or  make  proof  that  he  is  freo 
from  concurrent  negligence. 
(Hadtford  agt.  N.  T.  Central  R  R 
Co.,QLan8.,dSl.) 

11.  But  it  seems,  if  on  the  trial  there 
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is  evidence  of  plaintiff  *8  negli- 
gence, from  his  own  or  defend- 
ant's witnesses,  he  must  disprove 
it  to  entitle  himself  to  a  recovery. 
(Id.) 

12.  The  question  of  negligence  is, 
ordinarily,  one  of  mixed  law  and 
fact,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  submit  the  same  to  the  jury  with 
proper  instructions  as  to  the  law. 
What  is  proper  care  is  sometunes 
a  question  of  law,  where  there  is 
no  controversy  about  tlie  facts.  If, 
in  an  action  to  recover  for  injuries, 
the  alleged  result  of  defendant's 
negligence,  the  question  arises  as 
to  whether  plaintiff,  by  his  own 
fault,  has  contribut^id  to  the  in- 
jury complained  of,  and  the  evi- 
dence is  of  such  a  character  that  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  would  be 
clearly  against  the  evidence,  the 
question  is  one  of  law,  and  should 
be  decided  by  the  court.  The 
question  of  concurrent  negligence 
is  to  be  determined,  however,  by 
the  particular  circumstances  of 
the  case.  (FUer  agt.  N.  Y.  a  B, 
B.,  49  jY:  r.  R,  47.) 

18.  When  passengers  are  getting  on 
or  off  a  train,  suddenly  to  put  it  in 
motion,  so  as  to  endanger  their 
safety,  without  giving  any  signal, 
is  an  act  of  negligence.  {Keating 
agt.  N,  T.  a  S,  S.,  49  N,  F.  i?., 
673.) 

14.  Where  a  railroad  company  has 
provided  a  depot  and  conveniences 
for  getting  on  and  off  its  trains,  in 
the  absence  of  other  proof,  pas- 
sengers have  no  right  to  get  on  at 
other  places,  and  to  attempt  to 
do  so  would  be  such  negligence 
as  would  preclude  them  from  re- 
covery for  an  injury  received 
thereby.  But  when  the  company 
has  been  in  the  habit  of  receiving 
and  discharging  passengers  at 
other  places,  it  is  not  negligence 
for  passengers  to  get  on  or  off  at 
those  places  while  the  train  is 
standing  still  and  there  is  no  ap- 
parent danger  in  so  doing.    (Id.) 


NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  Where,  pending  a  trial  before  a 
court  and  jury,  the  father  of  one 
of  the  attorneys  and  counsel  of  the 
defendant  died,  so  that  his  client 
was  deprived  of  the  services  of  his 
said  counsel,  who  went  to  the 
ftineral  of  his  father,  the  other 
counsel  remaining,  and  no  sug- 
gestion of  the  fact  being  made  to 
the  court  trying  the  cause  at  the 
time,  it  was  held  not  to  be  ground 
for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of 
surprise.  (Smith  agt.  OworUy  ante, 
351.) 

2.  So,  also,  the  fact  that  the  remain- 
ing counsel  was  laboring  under  a 
nervous  affection,  and  was  at  the 
time  under  medical  treatment,  so 
that  he  did  not  properly  listen  to 
the  suggestions  of  the  defendant 
nor  efficiently  conduct  his  defense, 
will  not  be  cause  for  a  new  trial  on 
the  ground  of  surprise ;  the  defend- 
ant having  been  present  at  the  trial 
and  having  had  there  full  oppor- 
tunity on  the  stand,  having  been 
examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own 
behalf,  to  make  all  available  ex- 
planations about  the  matters  con- 
cerning which  he  supposed  his 
counsel    did    not  have  adequate 

^knowledge.     {Id.) 

3.  Suggestions  of  the  above  nature, 
not  made  at  the  trial  but  first 
heard  after  an  adverse  finding  of 
the  jury,  do  not  come  with  una- 
bated force.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  a  judgment  was  entered  in 
June,  1869,  and  the  defendant,  in 
his  affidavit,  stated  that  in  March, 
1870,  he  first  l^ecame  possessed  of 
the  facts  on  which  he  moved  for  a 
new  trial  on  the  ground  of  newly 
discovered  evidence,  and  on  the 
ftirther  p-ound  of  falsehood,  fraud 
and  perjury,  but  delayed  his  mo- 
tion until  the  month  of  August 
following,  the  defendant  in  such 
case  is  guilty  of  laches^  and  his  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  should,  on  that 
ground,  have  been  denied.  ( WoolJ 
agt.  Jacobs^  ante,  403.) 
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5.  Where  ei^t  witnesses  in  tlieir 
affidavits  testified  to  declarations 
and  admissions  made  by  tlie  plain- 
tiff to  them,  which,  if  true,  showed 
that  the  judgment  which  Uie  plain- 
tiff recovered  against  the  defend- 
ants had  been  obtained  by  fraud 
and  perjury,  it  was  Tield  that  such 
alleged  declarations  and  admis- 
sions afforded  no  ground  to  set 
aside  tlie  judgment  and  to  grant  a 
new  trial,  especially  when  it  ap- 
peared, as  it  did  in  this  case,  that 
the  parties  making  the  affidavits 
had  perjured  themselves.    {Id.) 

6.  Reflections  of  the  court  upon  the 
moral  turpitude  this  case  presents, 
and  the  hope  indulged  that  it  is  an 
isolated  one.    (Id.) 

7.  Where  a  witness  on  the  trial  testi- 
fies clearly  and  distinctly  to  cer- 
tain material  facts,  a  written 
memorafidum  of  such  facts,  made 
by  him  at  or  about  the  time  they 
transpired,  cannot  be  properly  re- 
ceived .  in  evidence  to  assist  the 
recollection  of  the  witness.  The 
reception  of  such  memorandum 
in  evidence,  after  obiection,  is 
ground  for  a  new  trial.  {Driggs 
agt.  SmWif  antCy  447.) 

8.  It  is  otherwise  where  the  witness 
is  unable  from  memorv  alone  to 
testify  to  such  facts.  The  written 
memorandum  may  then  be  allowed 
as  an  auxiliary  or  aid  to  the  wit- 
ness.   (Id.) 


NEW  YORK   (CITY  OF). 

1.  The  auditing  of  a  claim  against 
the  county  of  New  York,  by  the 
board  of  supervisors,  is  an  allow- 
ance of  the  claim,  and  when  funds 
are  provided  for  its  payment,  no 
further  auditing  is  required.  Such 
auditing  is  conclusive  upon  the 
board  and  their  successors;  and 
no  subsequent  board  of  supervi- 
sors will  be  authorized  to  require 
the  same  to  be  audited  a  second 
time.  (TJie  People  ex  rel.  Byrnes 
agt  Oreen,  64  Barb.,  162.) 


2.  The  auditing  and  allowance  of  a 
claim  against  the  county  of  New 
York,  by  the  board  of  supervisors, 
is  not  conclusive  upon  the  board 
of  apportionment  and  audit,  whose 
duty  it  is  to  audit,  under  iLe  law 
creating  them.  ( The  People  ex  rel. 
Curry  agt.  Oreen,  64  Bati.,  493.) 

8.  A  provision,  in  an  order  for  the 
issuing  of  a  mandamus,  requirm^ 
the  board  of  apportionment  and 
audit  to  audit  a  claim  for  the  sum 
determined  upon  or  allowed  by  Uie 
board  of  supervisors,  cannot  be 
sustained.'   (Id.) 

4.  The  duty  of  the  board  of  audit  and 
apportionment,  in  respect  to  the 
amount  to  be  allowed  upon  a  claim 
for  fees  as  constable,  in  attending 
the  courts,  is  rendered  plain  by  re- 
ferring to  the  statutes  (latos  of 
1866,  eh.  69,  §  8 ;  laws  of  1869,  eh. 
820,  §  8)  fixing  the  compensation 
for  such  attendance,  when  the 
number  of  days  which  the  claim- 
ant attended  the  court  is  ascertain- 
ed and  settled  by  them.    (Id.) 


NONSUIT. 

1.  On  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the 
trial,  upon  the  question  of  negli- 
gence for  personal  injuries,  all  dis- 
puted facts  are  to  be  decided  in 
lavor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  all  pre- 
sumptions  and  inferences  which 
plaintiff  has  a  right  to  ask  from 
the  jury  are  to  oe  conceded  to 
him.    (Myers  agt.  Dixon^  ante,  48.) 

2.  Where  the  evidence  on  the  trial 
showed  that  the  plaintiff  had  title 
for  many  years,  as  well  of  a  tim- 
bered portion  of  his  land  as  of  the 
remainder,  separated  from  the  lat- 
ter by  a  fence,  and  acts  tending  to 
show  actual  possession  of  such 
timbered  land,  while  the  defend- 
ant testified  that  the  actual  posses- 
sion of  such  timbered  land  was 
held  by  himself,  under  an  adverse 
title  to  the  plaintiff,  when  the  acts 
constituting  the  alleged  tresp^, 
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for  which  this  action  was  brought, 
were  committed, — Hddy  that  this 
presented  a  direct  question  of  fact 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury, 
and  each  party  had  the  right  to 
have  it  so  decided.  {8lade  agt. 
MeJfuUen,  ante,  62.) 

8.  Consequently  the  court  erred  in  ^ 
granting  the  defendants^  motion^ 
for  a  nonsuit  on  this  state  of  the 
evidence.    (Id.) 

4.  The  plaintiff,  by  opposing  the 
motion  for  a  nonsuit,  did  not 
thereby  waive  his  right  to  have 
the  case  submitted  to  the  jury 
without  a  particular  request  to 
the  court  to  that  effect,  nor  as- 
sume thereby  ^hat  the  question 
was  one  of  law  only.  It  was 
otherwise  with  the  defendants,  for 
by  their  motion  for  a  nonsuit  they 
assumed  that  the  case  was  a  proper 
one  for  the  disposition  of  the 
court;  and  that  assumption  was  a 
waiver  of  their  right  to  have  it 
submitted  to  the  jury  without 
some  specific  request  bein^  after- 
ward made  in  theii  behalf,  pro- 
vided they  had  not  succeeded  on 
their  motion  for  a  nonsuit.    (Id.) 


NOTARIES. 

1.  The  rule  of  law  requiring  protest 
of  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  is 
wholly  founded  upon  the  custom 
of  merchants ;  and  in  an  action 
against  a  notary  for  neglect  to 
make  presentment  and  demand, 
evidence  that  it  is  the  common 
and  universal  usage  at  the  place 
where  the  bill  was  payable  for  no- 
taries^ clerks  to  make  such  pre- 
sentment and  demand,  and  that 
the  bill  in  question  was  presented 
and  demand  of  payment  made  by 
the  clerk  of  the  defendaant,  is  pro- 
per and  admissible.  A  knowledge, 
on  the  part  of  plaintiff,  of  this 
usage  is  not  necessary  to  its  va- 
lidity. (Com.  Bank  of  Ky.  agt. 
Van^um,  49  N,  T.  R,  269.) 


2.  A  notary  is  not  presumed  to  be  a 
lawyer  who  is  to  revise  or  reverse 
the  decision  of  his  employer  as  to 
the  character  of  a  bill,  and  as  to 
whether  he  is  entitled  to  days  of 

race  or  not.  If,  therefore,  a  bill 
delivered  to  him  with  directions 
to  make  demand  and  protest  upon 
the  wrong  day,  a  right  of  action 
does  not  arise  against  him  on  ac- 
count of  the  error.    (Id.) 


NUISANCE. 

1.  The  liability  for  a  nuisance  is  not 
restricted  to  persons  who  occasion 
the  whole  of  it ;  but  to  those  who 
are  guilty  of  doing  but  a  part  are 
liable,  also,  if  they  do  it  with  like 
intent.  (Gnenango  Bridge  Company 
agt.  Lewis,  63  Barb.,  111.) 

2.  To  maintain  an  action  to  abate  a 
nuisance,  since  the  remedy  is  by 
action  and  not  by  writ,  the  plain- 
tiff must  allege  that  he  was  the 
owner  of  the  freehold  affected  by 
the  nuisance  at  the  time  when  the 
several  acts  complained  of  were 
committed;  and  the  action  must 
be  agaist  the  owners  in  fee,  in  cases 
where  it  is  brought  to  abate  Uie 
nuisance.  (Hutchins  agt.  Smith, 
OS  Barb.,  251.) 

8.  Since  the  Code,  a  party  injured 
by  a  nuisance  created' or  continued 
by  another,  has  a  right  to  come 
into  a  court  of  equity  and  ask  for 
relief  bjr  a  perpetual  -injunction 
restrainmg  the  defendants  from  so 
using  their  property  as  to  annoy 
him  and  prevent  the  enjoyment  of 
his  premises,  and  for  damages,  as 
incidental  to  such  equitable  relief. 
(Id.) 

o. 

OFFICERS. 

1.  The  rule  justifying  an  officer  in 
the  seizure  of  property  under  exe- 
cutions good  on  their  face,  but 
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really  void  as  to  the  party,  for 
want  of  jdrisdiction,  is  intended 
to  be  a  nue  of  protection  merely. 
(Bus  agt  Ptrry,  63  Barb.,  40.) 

2.  Althoagh  the  officer  may  dtfend 
under  such  process,  he  cannot 
build  up  a  title  upon  it,  so  as  to 
maintain  actions  against  third  per- 
sons,   (/d.) 


OFF-SET  JUDGMENTS. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  executes  an 
assignment,  leaving  the  date  blank, 
of  all  his  right,  title  and  interest 
in  and  to  the  taxable  casts  and  dis- 
bursements in  the  action,  to  his  co- 
defendant  in  the  suit,  several  days 
prior  to  the  trials  and  on  the  trial 
the  complaint  is  dismissed  as  to 
such  defendant  and  a  verdict  for 
costs  rendered  in  his  favor,  and 
on  the  same  day  his  co  defendant 
perfects  the  assignment  to  him  by 
filling  in  the  date,  and  the  plaintiff 
on  that  day  recovers  a  verdict 
against  the  co-defendant,  which  is 
immediately  assigned  to  a  third 
person,  and  the  co-defendant  sub- 
sequently enters  iudgment  for 
costs,  &c.,  assigned  to  him,  and 
two  days  thereafter  the  assignee 
of  the  plaintiff  enters  judgment 
on  the  verdict  recovered  by  the 
plaintiff  and  assigned  to  him,  the 
co-defendant  is  not  entitled  to  off- 
set his  iudgment  against  that  of 
the  plaintiff.  (Wood  agt.  Merritt, 
ante,  471.) 

2.  The  co-defendants'  claim  to  costs 
*  was  not  liquidated  when  the  as- 
signment was  made  to  him,  and 
did  not  become  so  until  judgment 
was  entered,  when  the  plaintiff's 
demand  sued  on  was  liquidated 
and  assigned  before  judgment  en- 
tered.   (Id,) 


P. 


PARTITION 

1.  Where  in  an  action  for  a  partition 
of  lands  under  water  one  of  the 


defendants,  the  city  of  New  York, 
had  erected  on  the  premises  held 
in  common  a  dock,  and  set  up 
such  occupation  by  way  of  aa- 
verse  possession,  it  was  held  that 
the  land  actually  covered  by  the 
dock  must  be  excluded  from  the 
partition,  but  the  possession  of  the 
dock  could  not  be  held  to  consti- 
tute an  adverse  possession  around 
the  island  to  all  the  land  between 
hi^  and  low  water  mark.  (Beach 
agt.  Mayor,  dte.,ante,  857.) 

2.  Such  possession  does  not  come 
within  any  of  the  rules  laid  down 
in2  R  8.,  4th  ed.,  495,  defining 
what  occupancy  is  necessary  to 
establish  adverse  possession.    {Id.) 

8.  Spaces  of  land  laid  out  as  roads, 
but  not  actually  accepted  or  work- 
ed by  the  public  authorities,-  and 
in  a  measure  abandoned  or  disused, 
cannot  be  partitioned  where  there 
is  a  ri^ht  of  way  over  them  for 
such  of  the  owners  of  lots  fronting 
thereon  who  have  no  other  means 
of  access  thereto,  nor  where  the 
owner  of  the  lot  claims  to  the 
centre  of  the  road  adversely  to  the 
plamtiff.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  the  fee  simple,  and  every 
equitable  title  to  lands,  was  vested 
in  the  parties  to  an  action  for  its 
partition, — Held,  that  the  action 
would  lie.  (Herbert  agt.  Smith,  6 
Lans.,  498.) 

5.  And  it  seems  equity  would  enter- 
tain an  action  upon  a  complaint 
setting  forth  the  facts,  and  to  which 
all  interested  were  parties  and  de- 
cree a  sale,  in  the  nature  of,  a  par- 
tition, and  a  division  of  the  pro- 
ceeds.   (Id.) 

6.  An  omission  of  proof  of  the  send- 
ing by  mail  a  copy  of  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint,  on  service 
by  publication,  may  be  supplied 
by  order  directing  the  filmg  of 
such  proof  nunc  pro  tune,  made 
after  aecree.    (Id.) 

7.  The  Code  requires  publication  of 
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a  summons  to  be  made  continu- 
ously in  each  paper,  but  not  con- 
currently.   (Id.) 

8.  The  service  is  not  complete  until 
forty-two  days  after  the  first  inser- 
tion in  the  paper  last  making  pub- 
lication.   (Id.) 

9.  Questions  in  a  partition  suit,  re- 
specting the  suitableness  of  the 
guardians  ad  litem  appointed  by 
the  court,  their  attention  to  the 
interests  of  the  infants,  Uie  money 
advanced  by  administrators  on  be- 
half of  the  infants,  the  amount 
of  the  estate,  etc.,  do  not  affect 
the  iurisdiction  of  the  court  or 
regularity  of  the  sale,  and  are  not 
grounds  upon  which  purchasers 
of  the  lands  can  be  relieved  from 
their  purchase.    (Id.) 

10.  Where  the  referee,  to  make  a  par- 
tition sale,  has  not  followed  the 
decree  in  respect  to  the  terms  of 
sale,  the  court  may,  upon  proof 
that  the  deviation  was  not  preju- 
dicial to  the  infants,  but  desirable 
for  their  interests,  direct  a  modifi- 
cation of  the  decree  nunc  pro  tunc. 

(Id.) 

11.  A  question,  of  such  a  deviation 
from  the  decree,  being  as  to  regu- 
larity of  practice  only,  and  not 
one  on  which  the  court  would 
have  intervened  after  the  sale,  is 
not  one  witli  which  the  purchaser 
has  any  concern.    (Id.) 

12.  Where  the  referee  adjourns  the 
sale  in  partition,  after  sales  of 
part  of  the  premises,  to  a  particu- 
lar time,  and*  upon  confirmation 
of  the  sales  made  the  court  directs 
the  sale  of  the  remaining  premises 
to  stand  over  to  a  future  time,  the 
adjournment  of  the  referee  is  nul- 
lified, and  a  sale  at  a  later  dav 
than  the  day  appointed  by  adi- 
joumment  made  upon  publication 
of  notice  for  six  weeks  as  directed 
by  the  decree,  is  regular.    (Id.) 


PARTNERS. 

1.  Greiff  and  Semmler  were  part- 
ners. Greifi'  retired  from  the  firm 
and  Semmler,  the  remaining  part- 
ner, thereupon  formed  a  new  co- 
partnership with  George  Euell, 
under  the  firm  name  of  Euell  & 
Semmler.  Semmler  then  agreed 
with  Euell  that  all  the  property  of 
the  old  firm  should  be  transferred 
to  the  new,  and  that  the  new  firm 
should  assume,  and  pay  all  the 
debts  of  the  old  firm.  6eld^  to  be 
a  valid  agreement,  founded  on  a 
good  consideration,  and,  although 
not  in  writing,  was  not  within  the 
statute  of  frauds.  (8ch4ndler  agt 
Buell,  arUe,  83.) 

2.  A  participation  in  the  profits  of  a 
business  by  a  party  as  a  compensa- 
tion for  his  labor  or  services,  with- 
out having  any  other  interest  or 
right  in  it,  or  any  liability  there- 
for, does  not  make  him  a  partner 
in  fact,  but  a  nominal  partner 
merely.  (Beudd  agt.  HeUriek, 
ante,  198.) 

8.  Therefore  an  action  is  properly 
brought,  in  the  name  of  the  prin- 
cipal partner  alone,  for  work,  la- 
bor, materials  and  services  fur- 
nished the  defendant,  although 
the  contract  was  made  by  the 
nominal  partner  with  the  defend- 
ant, and  a  bill  rendered  him  in 
the  name  of  the  firm.  The  prin- 
cipal only  was  the  real  party  in 
interest,  and  authorized  under  the 
Code  to  bring  the  action.    (Id.) 

4.  The  defendant,  having  had  prior 
notice  of  the  agreement  between 
the  members  of  the  nominal  part- 
nership, was  bound  to  recognize 
its  provisions,  and,  so  far  as  he  was 
concerned,  they  were  no  longer  to 
be  <x>nsidered  as  copartners.    (Id.) 

5.  Consequently,  where  the  defend- 
ant interposed  the  defense  of  par- 
tial payment  of  the  claim  to  the 
nominal  .partner,  part  in  money, 
and  part  by  a  inrevious  indebted- 
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ness,  due  from  such  member  of  the 
film  to  him, — lleld^  that  a  partner 
cannot  release  a  debt  due  to  the 
firm,  even  during  copartnership, 
in  consideration  of  a  debt  due 
from  him  individually.  HMy  also, 
that  the  facts  in  this  case  were  so 
contested  and  conflicting  in  re- 
spect to  the  employment  by  the 
defendant  of  the  nominal  member 
of  tlie  firm,  and  in  respect  to  the 
alleged  payments  on  account,  that 
they  should  have  been  submitted 
to  the  jury  to  pass  upon,  and  that 
a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  was 
eiTor.    (/rf.) 

6.  Two  or  more  persons  may  become 
partners  in  bu3ing  or  selling  land. 
{C/iester  agU  Jjickinsoiiy  ante^  826.) 

7.  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  or 
essence  of  a  partnership  which  re- 
quires that  it  should  be  confined 
to  ordinaiy  trade  and  commerce 
or  to  dealings  in  persQual  proper- 
ty. It  may  exist  between  attor- 
neys, conveyancers,  mechanics, 
owners  of  a  fine  of  stage  coaches, 
artisims  or  farmers,  as  well  as  be- 
tween merchants  and  bankers,  and 
it  may  exist  between  dealers  and 
speculators  in  real  estate.    (Id.) 

8.  In  all  partnerships  one  partner  is 
the  general  agent  of  all  the  parties 
for  the  transaction  of  all  the  part- 
nership business.  This  rule  of 
agency  applies  to  partnerships  in 
real  estate,  except  so  far  as  it  is 
modified  by  the  character  of  the 
property,  and  the  only  difference 
grows  out  of  the  rules  of  law  in 
reference  to  the  conveyance  and 
transmission  of  real  estate.  One 
partner  cannot  convey  the  whole 
title  to  real  estate  unless  the  whole 
title  is  vested  in  him.  But  he  can 
enter  into  an  executory  contract 
to  convey,  which  a  court  of  equity 
will  enforce.  While  a  contract 
for  the  conveyance  of  land  must 
be  in  writing,  yet  an  agent  to  exe- 
cute the  contract  may  be  appointed 
by  parol.  Hence^  when  the  part- 
nership business  is  to  deal  in  real 
estate,  one  partner  has  ample  pow- 


er as  general  agent  of  the  firm  to 
enter  into  an  executory  contract 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate.    (Id,) 

9.  Dormant  partners  in  a  real  estate 
partnership  are  liable  to  all  per- 
sons dealing  with  the  firm,  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  the  same  ex- 
tent that  dormant  partners  in  com- 
mercial partnerships  are  held  lia- 
ble.   (Id,) 

10.  The  cases  of  Pitts  agt.  Waugh 
(4  M<m.  jB.,  424)  and  of  Patterson 
agt.  Brewster  (ith  ed.  Chy.  R.,  322) 
overruled,  and  the  case  of  Bemis 
agt.  Harrison  (19  BarO.y  63)  ap- 
proved.   (Id )  ^ 

11.  This  court  held  a  partner  in  a 
real  estate  partnership  subject  to 
the  same  liability  for  the  frauds  of 
his  copartner  as  a  copartner  is  lia- 
ble in  an  ordinary  commercial  co- 
partnership for  the  frauds  com- 
mitted by  his  copartner  in  the 
course  of  the  transactions  and  busi- 
ness of  the  partnership,  even  when 
the  other  partners  have  not  the 
slightest  connection  or  knowledge 
or  participation  in  the  fraud.    (Id.) 


PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  The  rule  which  authonzes  one 
member  of  a  copartnership  to  bind 
the  firm  by  commercial  paper,  is 
only  applicable  to  business  of  a 
tradinff  or  commercial  nature,  or  to 
the  ordinary  business  of  buying  or 
selling  for  a  profit.  It  has  no  ap- 
plication to  partnerships  formed 
for  agricultural  purposes  or  others 
of  a  similar  character.  (Hunt  agt. 
ChapiUj  6  Lans.,  189.) 


PLEADINGS. 

1.  Objection  to  the  plaintiff  *s  ca- 
pacity to  sue  must  be  by  answer, 

'  unless  tlie  complaint  shows  an 
absence  of  such  capacity.  (Bar- 
clay  agt  QuieksUver  Mining  Co.y  6 
Za7M.,25.) 
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2.  One  who  stands  in  the  position  of 
an  assignee  for  non-resident  credi- 
tors^ under  foreign  appointment, 
may  sue  here  to  avoid  a  transfer 
by  Ills  predecessor  in  title,  fraudu- 
lent a^inst  the  cestuis  que  (rusty 
without  showing,  by  liis  com 
plaint,  authority  under  the  foreign 
laws  to  maintam  the  action ;  and, 
it  seems,  although  forbidden  by 
the  foreign  laws.    {Id.) 

8.  It  seems  that  receivers  or  trustees 
of  foreign  corporations  may  sue 
to  recover  property  situate  in  this 
state,  subject  to  the  qualification 
that  the  n>reign  law  shall  not  di- 
vest the  title  fairly  acqtiired  of 
citizens  here.    (Id.) 

4.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  complaint 
contains  a  substantial  averment 
of  the  plaintiff  *s  ownership  of  the 
estate,  without  setting  forth  the 
laws  under  which  he  oecame  en- 
titled.   (Id.) 

5.  In  actions  brought  to  compel  the 
determination  of  claims  to  r^ 

Sropertv  under  section  449  of  the 
'ode,  the  same  rights  to  amend- 
ment of  pleadings  exist  as  in 
other  actions  aumorized  by  the 
Code.  (Brown  agt  Leigh,  49  jV.  T. 
R,  78.) 

6.  Under  section  172  of  the  Code  a 
])laintiff  is  authorized,  within  the 
time  therein  specified,  to  amend 
his  complaint  by  setting  forth  a 
new  cause  of  action.  This  ri^ht 
is  not  restricted  to  setting  forth  a 
cause  of  action  of  the  same  class 
as  that  contained  in  the  original 
complaint,  as  classified  by  section 
167.  But  while  the  plaintiff  can- 
not add  a  cause  of  action  belong- 
ing to  a  different  class,  retaining 
those  set  up  in  the  original  com- 
plaint, he  may  abandon  the  latter 
and  include  in  the  amended  com- 
plaint one  or  more  causes  of  action, 
of  a  different  class,  subject  only* 
to  the  restrictions  that  they  all 
belong  to  the  same  class  and  are 
warranted  by  the  summons.    (Id.) 


7.  The  complaint,  in  an  action  to 
recover  possession  of  i>er80ual 
property,  must  show  a  right  of 
property  and  of  possession  in 
plaintiff.  An  allegation  of  wrong- 
ful detention  is  not  sufficient  The 
latter  is  a  conclusion  of  law ;  the 
former,  the  facts  upon  which  it  is 
based.  The  facta  must  be  pleaded, 
and  without  them  the  conclusion 
of  law  is  an  immaterial  statement. 
(Scofield  agt.  Whiidegge,  49  K  Y. 
iJ.,  2(59.) 

8.  An  omission  to  allege  these  facts 
in  the  complaint  is  not  cured  by  an 
averment  m  the  answer  denyiug 
ownership  in  the  plaintiff.  Wnere 
the  plaintiff's  case  depends  upon 
a  wrongful  detention  without  a 
wrongful  taking,  an  averment  in 
the  complaint  of  a  demand  and 
refusal  is  necessary.    (Id.) 

9.  One  seeking  to  maintain  an  action 
under  a  statute  must  state  speci- 
ally every  fact  requisite  to  enable 
the  court  to  judge  whether  he  has 
a  cause  of  action  arising  under 
the  statute.  A  complaint  in  an 
action  to  compel  the  determination 
of  claims  to  real  property,  uuder 
the  provisions  of  section  449  of 
the  Code,  must  show,  by  its  aver- 
ments, that  plaintiff  has  been  for 
three  years  in  possession  of  the 
lauds  or  tenements,  and  that  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant  claim  an 
estate  thereiA  in  fee,  or  for  life,  or 
for  a  term  of  years  not  less  than 
ten.  (Au$Un  agt.  Ooodrieh,  49  N. 
Y.  R,  266.) 

10.  Where  the  only  allegation  as  to 
defendant's  claim  is  that  he  un- 
justly claims  title  to  the  premises, 
it  is  msufficient,  and  the  complaint 
is  demurrable.    (Id.) 

11.  Under  a  general  denial  in  an  an- 
swer, defendant  has  the  right  to 
give  evidence  controverting  any 
facts  necessary  to  be  estabushed 
by  plaintiff,  but  not  to  prove  a 
defense  founded  upon  new  matter. 
(Weafier  agt  Borden, 49  N.  T,  R, 
286.) 
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12.  The  complaint  alleged  in  sub- 
stance that  plaintiff  purchased 
certain  shares  of  stock,  but  that 
the  stock  was,  without  plaintifTs 
knowledge  or  assent,  transferred 
to  a  third  person,  who  subse- 
Quentlv  transferred  the  same  to 
defendant,  and  that  the  latter  re- 
fused to  transfer,  etc.  Held,  that 
under  a  general  denial  defendant 
could  not  prove  that  he  was  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  for  value.  Gro- 
VER,  J.     {Id.) 

13.  Where  a  general  demurrer  is  in- 
ter()osed  to  a  complaint  contain- 
ing two  counts,  if  m  either  count 
a  sufficient  cause  of  action  is 
alleged,  the  demurrer  will  be  over- 
ruled. (HcUe  agt  0,  Nat  Bank, 
49  N.  F.  iJ.,  62tt.) 

14.  If  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint are  not  definite  and  certain, 
the  remedy  is  not  by  demurrer, 
but  by  application,  under  section 
160  of  the  Code,  that  theji  be 
made  so.    (Id,) 

16.  The  relief  demanded  in  the  com- 
plaint does  not  necessarily  cha- 
racterize the  action  or  limit  the 
plaintiff  in  respect  to  the  remedy 
which  he  may  have ;  and  the  fact 
that,  after  the  allegation  of  the 
facts  relied  upon,  the  plaintiff  has 
demanded  judgment  for  a  sum  of 
money  by  way  of  damages  does 
not  preclude  the  recovery  of  the 
same  amount  by  way  of  equitable 
relief,  if  the  facts  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff to  such  relief!    {Id.) 

16.  The  complaint  set  forth  a  series 
of  loans  and  advances,  and  of 
renewals  of  the  notes  given  there- 
for, and  allied  that  at  the  time 
of  each  loan  and  of  each  renewal 
a  charge  of  one  per  cent  upon  the 
amount  of  the  debt  was  made  in 
addition  to  lawful  interest,  and 
that  thereafter  a  balance  was 
claimed  by  defendant  (the  lender) 
as  due  to  it  on  all  the  previous 
transactions,  and  that  it  granted  a 
renewal  of  the  loan  upon  the  bor- 
rower giving  his   note   for   the 


amount  claimed.  Upon  demur- 
rer,— Hddy  that  this  was  a  suffi- 
cient allegation  of  a  usurious 
agreement ;  that  the  word  '^charge," 
in  the  associfition  in  which  it  was 
found  in  the  complaint,  implied 
not  only  a  demand  made,  but  an 
obligation  imposed  and  taken. 
(M.  K  Nat.  Bank  agt  C,  W.  (Jo.,  49 
N.  Y.  R,  635.) 

17.  Defendants  charter  authorized 
it  to  take  the  management,  charge 
or  custody  of  property,  and  to 
make  loans  and  advances  thereon 
upon  such  terms  and  commis- 
sions, and  at  such  rates  of  interest, 
not  exceeding  seven  per  cent,  as 
might  be  established  by  its  direc- 
tors. {Chap.  878,  laws  of  1867.) 
The  complaint  alleged  a  charge  by 
it  of  one  per  cent  over  and  alx)ve 
lawful  interest  upon  loans  and 
advances,  .ostensibly  as  commis- 
sions, but  which  were  merely 
colorable  devices  to  evade  the  pro- 
hibitions of  the  charter  and  of  the 
usury  laws.  Held,  that  the  com- 
plaint presented  an  issue  of  fact 
for  the  Jury  as  to  whether  the  one 
per  cent  was  a  bona  fide  commis- 
sion or  a  compensation  for  the  use 
of  the  money ;  that  it  was  not  an 
issue  of  law  which  could  be  joined 
in  by  demurer.    (/<i) 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1  An  agent,  acting  within  the  gen- 
eral scope  of  his  apparent  authori- 
ty, purchased  personal  property, 
for  which  he  gave  a  note  signed 
by  him  as  agent  without  naming 
the  principsl.  The  property  pur- 
chased was  received  by  the  prin- 
cipal. Held,  the  payee  having 
taKen  the  note  bona  fide,  that  it 
bound  the  principal,  notwithstand- 
ing the  agent's  instructions  pro- 
hibited him  from  giving  notes. 
(HUddirani  agt.  Orat^ord,  6  Lan»,y 
603.) 

2.  Held,  also,  that  the  receipt  of  the 
property,  for  which  the  note  was 
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fiven,  rendered  the  principal  Ha- 
le for  its  value,  and  that  the  note 
was  at  least  evidence  of  such  value 
in  an  action  counting  on  the  in- 
debtedness, as  well  as  on  the  note 
{Id.) 


PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

1.  Any  material  change  in  the  terms 
of  a  contract  upon  which  one  has 
become  liable  as  surety  releases 
such  surety.  (WiUon  agt.  Ed- 
wards, 6  Lans.y  184.) 


PRACTICE. 

i.  Title  ,  chapter  3  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure  does  not  apply  to  the 
trial  of  issues  in  an  equity  action, 
but  only  to  the  trial  in  common- 
law  actions.  Per  Leabnbd,  J. 
(Batch  agt.  Petigmt,  64  Barb.,  189.) 

2.  An  order,  made  by  a  judge  at  the 
circuity  refusing  a  new  trial,  upon 
his  minutes,  is  not,  in  the  case  of 
a  trial  of  special  issues  in  an  equity 
action,  appealable.  The  defeated 
party  must  wait  until  after  the  trial 
of  the  action  at  special  term ;  or, 
at  least,  until  after  a  motion  at  spe- 
cial term,  for  a  new  trial,  has  been 
heard,    (id.) 

3.  On  appeal  from  a  judgment  ren- 
dered at  a  special  term  on  the 
verdict  of  a  jury,  the  court,  at  gen- 
eral term,  can  only  review  the  pro- 
ceeding's at  the  circuit  upon  ques- 
tions of  law.  {Bennett  agt.  Mat- 
thetosy  64  Barb.,  410.) 

4.  This  consideration  precludes  are- 
view  upon  the  facts,  or  upon  the 
grounds  of  insufficient  evidence,  or 
of  the  verdict  being  against  the 
weight  of  evidence,  where  a  mo- 
tion upon  that  ground  has  not  been 
made  at  special  term,  and  denied. 

5.  The  certificate  of  a  sheriff,  that  he 
has  been  credibly  informed  that 


the  defendant  has  left  the  state,  is 
not  the  proof  required  by  section 
185  of  the  Code,  that  the  defend- 
ant cannot,  after  due  diligence,  be 
found  within  the  state,  to  authorize 
an  order  for  service  of  a  summons 
by  publication.  {Easterbrook  &gt. 
Easterbrook,  64  Barb.,  421.) 

6.  The  fact  of  due  diligence  must 
appear  by  affidamt,  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  court.  The  facts  should 
be  shown,  from  which  the  court 
can  judicially  determine  that  due 
diligence  has  been  exercised.    {Id.) 

7.  The  certificate  of  the  sheriff  is  not 
a  proper  substitute  for  the  affida- 
vit required  by  the  statute.    {Id.) 

8.  An  affidavit  stating,  upon  inform- 
ation and  belief,  that  the  defendant 
has  departed  from  the  state  with 
the  intention  of  ^^etadivg^^  the 
service  of  a  summons,  will  not  up- 
hold an  order  for  publication  un- 
der subdivision  2  of  section  135, 
which  provides  for  cases  where  a 
party  seeks  to  *^ avoid"  such  ser- 
vice.   {Id.) 

9.  It  seems  an  action  by  a  wife  a^inst 
her  husband,  for  a  separation,  is  one 
in  which  service  by  publication 
may  be  ordered,  under  subdivision 
5  of  section  135  of  the  Code.    {Id, 

10.  Where  the  defendant  was  a  resi- 
dent of  the  county  of  Broome,  and 
the  plaintiff  was  a  corporation 
created  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
Massachusetts,  having  a  principal 

•  place  of  business  in  the  city  of 
New  York,— i/cW,  that  section  125 
of  the  Code  admitted  of  no  con- 
struction which  would  authorize 
the  plaintiff  to  retain  the  place  of 
trial  in  Madison  county,  where 
neither  of  the  parties  resided  {The 
Orover  &  Baker  Seining  Machine 
Co.  agt.  KimbaU,  64  Bath.,  426.) 

11.  An  undertaking,  given  for  the 
purpose  of  procunng  the  discharge 
of  an  attachment  issued  against  the 
property  of  joint  debtors,  which  is 
conditioned  to  pay  the  amount  of 
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the  Jud^ent  that  may  be  recov- 
ered against  the  defendants^  is  not 
dischan^ed  by  the  death  of  one  of 
the  defendants,  if  the  action  con- 
tinues, and  the  cause  of  action  sur- 
vives against  the  survivor.  (Coek- 
roft  agU  GUiflin,  64  Barb,,  464) 

13.  And  if  one  of  the  defendants  dies, 
and  the  action  is  continued  against 
the  survivor,  and  a  judgment  is 
recovered  against  hpn,  in  such  ac- 
tion, the  signers  of  tJtie  undertaking 
are  liable  to  pay  the  amount,  (/d) 

18.  An  undertaking,  drawn  in  sub- 
stantial accordance  with  the  Code, 
and  delivered  for  the  purpose  au- 
thorized by  the  Code,  viz.,  to  dis- 
charge an  attachment,  is  not  ren- 
dered invalid  by  the  fact  that  in 
consideration  of  its  execution  the 

Elaintiff,  instead  of  the  judge,  re- 
eved the  property  from  levy,  {id,) 

14.  It  seems  that  where  a  firm  name 
is  signed  to  an  undertaking,  by  one 
of  their  number,  the  other  partners 
will  not  be  bound  thereby,  without 
proof  of  other  facts.    (Id) 

15.  But  where  it  appears  that  a  part- 
ner knew  of  the  signature  made  by 
his  firm  to  the  undertaking,  at  the 
time,  and  even  directed  the  deliv- 
ery of  the  undertaking,  he  cannot 
afterwartls  object  that  the  partner- 
ship name  was  improperly  used. 
Id.) 

16.  On  the  left  of,  and  opposite  to, 
or  below^  the  last  signature  to  an 
undertakmg  signed  by  several 
firms,  was  a  memorandum  in  these 
words:  "We  pay  our  jyi'o  rata 
share,  according  to  our  amount  of 
goods  sold. "  Ueldy  that  this  form- 
ed no  part  of  the  undertaking,  as 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  sign- 
ers.   [Id.) 

17.  It  was  the  design  of  the  codifiers, 
by  section  121  of  the  Code,  to  do 
awa^  with  the  practice  which  had 
previously  prevailed  in  regard  to 
mere  bills  of  revivor,  and  substi- 
tute in  its  place  the* practice  of 


eauity  in  reference  to  supplemen- 
tal bill&  (Beach  agt  Beynolds^  64 
.Bar*.,  506.) 

18.  The  Code  has  placed  supplemen- 
tal complaints,  complaints  for  re- 
vivor and  supplement,  and  for 
mere  revivor,  all  upon  the  same 
footing,  as  to  the  practice.  To  file 
a  supplemental  complaint,  in  ei- 
ther case,  leave  of  the  court  is  ne- 
cessary.   (Id.) 

19.  The  difference  betwen  the  present 
and  the  former  practice  is,  that 
now,  the  objections  to  the  filing  of 
the  complaint  in  cases  of  mere  re- 
vivor, as  well  as  in  cases  where 
the  complaint  contains  other  sup- 
plemental matter,  are  to  be  heard 
on  a  preliminarv  motion,  instead 
of  by  interposition  of  formid  de- 
murrers or  pleas.    (Id.) 

20.  The  court  has  the  power  to  deny 
.  the  revivor  and  continuation  of  a 

suit,  on  an  application  to  continue 
the  same  by  supplemental  com- 
plaint under  section  121  of  the 
Code.    (Id.) 

21.  The  provisions  of  sections  121 
and  177  of  the  Code,  in  respect  to 
the  power  of  the  court,  are  substan- 
tially the  same.  The  word  "  may," 
in  each,  is  permissive,  and  not 
mandatory.  The  right  to  set  up 
new  matter,  by  supplemental  com- 
plaint, is  not  absolute,  but  is  with- 
in the  discretion  of  the  court. 
(Id.) 

22.  Under  the  present  practice,  the 
same  objections  may  be  urged,  in 
opposition  to  a  petition  to  revive, 
which  could  formerly  be  raised  to 
a  formal  biU  of  revivor,  by  demur- 
rer or  plea,    (Id.) 

28.  Great  laches,  in  reviving  a  suit 
which  has  abated,  is  a  good  objec- 
tion to  an  application  for  leave  to 
file  a  supplemental  complaint  to 
revive  it.    (Id.) 

24  The  alleged  fact,  that  the  defend- 
ants were,  or  were  supposed  to  be, 
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insolvent,  during  the  greater  por- 
tion of  the  time  during  which  the 
delay  occurred,  is  not  of  itself  a 
valia  excuse  for  a  long  delay.  The 
statutes  of  limitations,  in  analogy 
to  which  courts  of  equity  act,  con- 
tain no  exception  by  which  their 
operation  is  suspended  in  cases  of 
insolvercy.    (Id,) 

26.  Circumstances  which  were  held 
to  render  this  case  one  in  which, 
even  if  there  were  no  statute  of 
limitations  directly  binding  ujjon 
courts  of  equity,  the  application 
to  revive  and  continue  the  suit 
should  be  refused,  on  the  ground 
of  unreasonable  delay.    {Id.) 

26  On  the  4th  of  Aucpost,  1862,  G. 
instituted  a  proceeding,  in  due 
form,  under  chapter  348  of  the 
laws  of  1860,  aeainst  O.,  who  had 
been  appointea  assignee  of  the 
firm  of  H.  T.  &  Sons,  and  the 
same  was  pending  on  the  11th  of 
April,  1867,  when  O.  died,  and 
the  proceeding  abated.  T.  was, 
by  the  supreme  court,  duly  ap- 
pointed trustee  in  the  place  of  O., 
to  execute  the  trust,  and  E.  O. 
was,  by  the  surrogate,  duly  ap- 
appointed  administratrix  of  O.'s 
estate.  Held^  that  such  trustee 
and  administratrix  were  the  pro- 
per parties  to  a  proceeding  insti- 
tuted by  G.,  by  petition,  under 
chapter  838  of  the  laws  of  1872,  so 
far  as  that  act  provides  for  the  re- 
vival of  proceedings  against  the 
personal  representatives  of  any  de- 
ceased assignee.  (Matter  of  UTOve^ 
64  Barb,,  526.) 

27.  Held,  also,  that  the  proceeding 
instituted  by  G.  was  pending  ana 
undetermined,  within  the  plain 
meaning  and  intent  of  the  statute, 
when  the  act  of  1872  was  passed ; 
and  O.,  the  assignee,  having  previ- 
ously died,  the  act  of  1872  applied, 
in  express  terms,  to  the  proceeding. 
^iTLLiN,  P.  J.,  dissented.    (Id.) 

28.  Held,  further,  that  the  act  of  1872 
was  clearly  designed  to  operate 
retrospectively— to  apply  to  pro- 


ceedings    previously    instituted. 

29.  That  the  legislature  had  the  pow- 
er to  revive  proceedings  so  abated 
by  the  death  of  the  assignee.  And 
the  act  of  1872  was  not  unconsti- 
tutional, inasmuch  as  it  merely  af- 
fected the  remedy  for  the  prosecu- 
tion of  pre-existmg  rights,  by  pro- 
viding for  the  revival  of  a  suit 
or  proceeding  properly  instituted 
against  a  person  since  deceased, 
by  bringing  in  his  representatives 
and  sul^tituting  them  in  the  place 
of  the  decedent.    (Id.) 

t 

30.  When  the  proprietv  of  a  nonsuit 
is  in  controversy,  the  plaintiff  ia 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  all  the 
conclusions  the  jury  would  have 
been  warranted  in  drawing  from 
the  facts  proven  in  the  case.  Per 
Dakibls,  J.  (Mor$8  agt.  Ofborn, 
64  Barb.,  543.) 

81.  Where,  on  the  trial,  evidence  in 
support  of  the  plaintlff^s  case  was 
rejected,  and  a  nonsuit  ordered, 
not  because  the  evidence  offered 
was  defective  in  any  material  re- 
spect, but  because,  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  the  plaintiffs 
right  of  action  was  barred  and  ex- 
tinguished by  a  previous  submis- 
sion to  arbitration,  and  an  aw^ard 
made  thereon, — Held,  that  all  just 
inferences  supported  by  the  evi- 
dence offered  should  be  drawn  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff.    (Id.) 

32.  Whore  the  terms  of  a  submission 
are  sufficiently  broad  to  render  a 
particular  claim  the  proper  subject 
of  trial,  before  the  arbitrator,  but 
the  award,  upon  its  face,  does  not 
appear  to  include  any  adjudication 
thereon,  evidence  showing  that 
proof  of  such  claim  was  not  heard, 
but,  on  the  conti*ary,was  excluded 
by  the  arbitrator,  is  not  in  conflict 
with  the  terms  of  the  award,  but  is 
admissible  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing what  was  the  fact.    (Id.) 

88.  Evidence  to  show  that  the  plain- 
tiff, on*  a  former  trial  before  an  ar- 
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bitrator,  endeavored  to  bring  be- 
fore him  the  cause  of  action  in  suit, 
but  was  prevented  from  so  doing 
by  the  objection  of  the  defendant 
and  the  refusal  of  the  arbitrator, 
should  be  received  bv  the  court ; 
inasmuch  as  it  would  not  only 
show  that  the  cause  of  action  sued 
on  was  not  included  in  the  award, 
but  that  it  could  not  have  been,  on 
account  of  the  misconduct  of  the 
defendant  himself.  And  the  de- 
fendant should  be  concluded,  by 
the  decision  he  then  procured  to  be 
made  in  his  favor,  from  affirming 
that  the  demand  in  suit  either  was, 
or  could  have  been,  then  made  the 
subject  of  examination  and  decis- 
ion.    (Id.) 

84.  A  defendant's  exceptions  have 
no  place  in  a  bill  oi  exceptions 
maae  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  pur- 
pose of  setting  aside  a  nonsuit;  and 

•Sihould  be  stricken  out,  on  settle- 
ment {Blodgett  agt  T?ie  Utiea  and 
Black  River  R  if  O?.,  64  Barb,, 
680.) 

85.  A  joint  judgment  against  several 
in  an  action  of  tort  may,  on  ap- 
peal, be  reversed  as  to  one  or 
more  of  the  defendants  and 
affirmed  as  to  the  others.  (Van 
Slyck  agt.  8neUy  6  Lans.,  290.) 

86.  A  misunderstanding  or  mistake, 
in  regsfd  to  matters  of  agreement, 
upon  a^ment  at  special  term,  is 
not  a  subject  for  review  upon  ap- 
peal (Uerbert2^  Smith,  6  Lam., 
498.) 


PROFESSIONAL  SERVICES. 

1.  Where  a  person  calls  at  the  office  of 
a  phymian,  and  in  the  absence  of 
the  latter  leaves  his  business  card, 
written  on  it  **call  on  Mrs.  D—  at 
No.  769  Broadway,"  and  leaves 
the  card  with  a  clerk  in  the  office 
with  a  request  to  hand  it  to  the 
physician  and  to  tell  him  to  '*  come 
as  soon  as  possible,"  becomes  lia- 
ble to  pay  the  physician's  bill  in 
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attei^ding  upon  Mrs.  D.  in  pur- 
suance of  such  message.  (Brad- 
ley agt.  Dodge,  ante,  57.) 


PUBLIC  OFFICE. 

1.  The  provision  made  bv  law  to  try 
the  tale  to  a  pubUe  office  is  exclu- 
sive and  not  cumulative.  When- 
ever it  is  alleged  that  a  person  has 
usurped  a  public  office,  the  attor- 
ney-general is  authorized  to  insti- 
tute an  action  on  behalf  of  the 
people,  to  try  the  right  oi  such 
person  to  the  office,  and  in  such 
action  the  right  of  any  o^er 
claimant  to  the  office  may  also  be 
determined.  (Palmer  agt  Foley, 
ante,  110.) 

2.  These  provisions  fVimish  the  only 
remedy  for  the  trial  and  determi- 
nation of  such  questions,  and  they 
prohibit  their  trial  in  any  other 
manner.    (Id,) 

8.  The  defendant,  under  an  appoint- 
ment by  the  city  comptroller  to 
the  office  of  deputy  chamberlain, 
undertook,  by  threats,  &c.,  to  in- 
trude into  and  to*  take  possession 
of  that  office,  and  to  oust  the  de- 

Suty  in  possession  and  doing  the 
uties  of  the  office  under  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  chamberlain,  the 
plaintiff.  Held,  that  the  pro- 
cess by  imunetion  was  the  proper 
remedy  of  the  plaintiff,  and  should 
be  sustained  upon  the  principle 
that  it  is  a  proper  substitute  for 
another  remedy,  which,  had  it 
been  adopted,  migiit  have  pro- 
duced confusion  and  disorder  in  a 
public  officCj  and  perhaps  serious 
loss  to  the  City,  if  not  to  the  im- 
mediate parties  concerned.    (Id.) 

4.  For  the  plaintiff,  until  the  title  to 
the  disputed  office  should  be  tried 
and  established  by  due  course  of 
law,  as  the  responsible  custodian 
of  the  ireasurv  of  the  city,  and  of 
the  office  in  which  his  official  busi- 
ness is  transacted,  and  of  the  books 
and  papers  connected  there with^ 
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could  properly  exclude  the  de- 
fendant therefrom,  and  with  force, 
if  necessary,  to  prevent  the  usurpa- 
tion of  the  office,  or  that  he  could 
demand  the  aid  of  the  civil  au- 
thority to  protect  the  office  from 
any  unwarrantable  intrusion ;  but, 
instead  of  asserting  his  right  thus 
to  exclude  the  defend^t,  has 
adopted  a  measure  more  conform- 
able to  peace  and  order.    {Id.} 

5.  The  general  object  and  use  of  the 
process  of  injunction  considered. 

lid.) 

6.  Where  a  crier  of  the  superior 
court  of  the  city  of  New  York  has 
been  appointed  by  the  judges  of 
that  court  in  pursuance  of  section 
89  of  the  Code,  the  comptroller  of 
the  city  is  bound  to  pay  him  his 
salary,  notwithstanding  his  objec- 
tion that  the  full  number  of  offi- 
cers allowed  to  be  appointed  to 
that  court,  under  section  2,  of 
chap.  438,  of  the  Laws  of  1872, 
had  been  appointed,  and  that  the 
relator  was  not  one  of  those  offi- 
cers.   (People  agt  Oreen,  ante,  150.) 


R. 

RAILROAD  COMPANIES. 

1.  Where,  in  a  proceeding  under 
the  general  railroad  act  of  1850,  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  1870  (laws 
qf  1S70,  chap.  560,  §  1),  on  the  pe- 
tition of  a  landowner  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  commissioners  to 
change  the  location  of  the  route 
of  a  railroad  as  surveyed  by  the 
company,  it  appears  by  the  testi- 
mony before  the  commissioners 
that  the  petitioner  has  failed  to 
comply  with  the  directions  of  the 
statute,  by  giving  notice  of  the 
application  For  the  appomtment 
of  commissioners,  to  an  ij^divi- 
dual  whose  land,  if  the  line  of  the 
railroad  be  changed,  as  proposed 
by  the  petitioner,  will  be  crossed 
and  affected  thereby,  such  pro- 


ceeding is  wholly  void,  and  will 
be  reversed,  on  appeal  from  the 
decision  of  the  commissioners. 
(Matter  of  Norton  agt.  The  Wall- 
m  Valley  R.  R.  Co.,  68  Barb., 
77.) 

2.  The  statute,  in  directing  notice  to 
be  given  to  the  owners  or  occu- 
pants of  land  to  be  affected  by  any 
one  proposed  change,  clearly  con- 
templates but  one  commission  for 
that  change,  or  proposed  change ; 
and,  therefore,  the  greater  neces- 
sity that  its  strict  terms  shall  be 
complied  with,  so  far  as  to  allow 
all  the  persons  to  be  affected  by 
that  line  an  equal  opportunity  to 
defend  and  protect  their  interests. 
Per  P.  Potter,  J.    (Id.) 

8.  A  railroad  company  having  a  right 
to  lay  tracks  in  a  public  street,  is 
bound  to  lay  them  in  a  proper  man- 
ner, and  to  keep  them  in  rep^r ; 
and  if  any  injury  occurs,  by  reason 
of  neglect  in  either  respect,  the 
company  is  liable.  {BochweU  agt. 
The  Third  Avenue  R.  B.  Q>.,  64 
Barb.,  488.) 

4.  If  the  defect  be  visible,  notice  to 
the  company  of  such  defect  is  not 
necessary.    (Id.) 

5.  An  omission  to  know  of  such  a 
defect  is  prima  fade  negligence,  as 
much  as  an  omission  to  repair, 
after  notice.    (Id.) 

6.  And  the  presumption  of  negligence 
is  complete  when  it  appears  that 
the  defects  existed,  and  an  injury 
was  caused  thereby.    (Id.) 


RECEIVERS. 

1.  This  motion  includes  not  only  an 
application  to  vacate  the  order  ap- 
pomting  the  receiver,  but  also  to 
set  aside  the  sale  made  by  him, 
and  also  to  set  aside  a  subsequent 
order,  substituting  Felix  McCfosky 
as  receiver  in  place  of  Morrisey — 
notice  of  the  application  having 
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been  given  to  the  plaintifTs  attor- 
ney, to  the  receiver,  Morrisey,  and 
to  William  L.  Simmons,  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  receiver's  sale.  Heid^ 
that  no  transfer  of  the  interests 
sold  could  properly  be  made  by 
the  receiver  until  his  report  of  sale 
was  made,  and  an  order  of  con- 
firmation granted  on  notice  to  the 
parties  who  had  appeared  in  the 
action.  Any  transfer  before  such 
confirmation  would  be  unauthor- 
ized, and  any  payment  by  the  pur- 
chaser before  an  order  confirming 
the  sale  would  be  at  the  risk  of 
the  purchaser.  Hdd^  also,  that 
there  was  no  case  for  a  receiver 
upon  the  complaint  and  affidavit. 
The  utmost  which  judicial  discre- 
tion should  have  authorized  whs 
an  order  to  show  cause,  so  that  de- 
fendants could  have  been  heard. 
(Simmons  agt  Wood,  ante^  262.) 

2.  If  the  deed  had  been  set  forth  in 
the  complaint,  it  would  have  been 
discovered  that  no  receiver  was 
proper,  and  that  on  a  revocation 
of  the  trust  the  trustees  were  em- 
powered to  wind  up  the  existing 
business,  and  required  to  retrans- 
fer  the  property.  Hdd^  that  the 
order  for  the  receiver,  obtained  as 
it  was  late  at  night,  and  the  pri- 
vate sale  made  next  morning  by 
the  receiver,  without  notice  to  the 
defendants,  Wood  and  Colton, 
were  fraudulent  steps  as  against 
them  and  should  be  set  aside. 
Eddy  also,  that  no  judicial  sane* 
tion  should  be  given  to  the  ex- 
ploit which  has  resulted  in  a  sup- 
posed judicial  sale,  that  cannot  be 
characterized  otherwise  than  as 
unjustifiable,  and  made  under  such 
circumstances  as  will  prevent  con- 
firmation by  the  court.  It  was  too 
plain  for  argument  that  such  a 
sale  should  l^  set  aside.    (Id.) 

3.  Various  objections  were  presented 
and  urged  to  the  granting  of  the 
motion,  which  were  examined  by 
the  court,  and  decided  adversely 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  last  of  which 
was,  that  lottery  grants  are  not 
property  and  are  f  orbicfden  in  this 


state,  and  anything  connected  with 
them  was  illegal,  worthless  and 
void.  Held,  that  it  is  a.  principle 
as  old  as  tbe  common  law,  that 
courts  ought  not  to  lend  their  aid 
in  compelling  the  performance  of 
contracts  which  arise  ex  turpi 
causa;  that  whenever  a  contract 
or  transaction  is  tainted  with  tur- 
pitude it  cannot  be  enforced.  But 
if  it  is  sought  to  apply  these  and 
similar  principles  to  the  claims 
made  by  the  defendants,  Wood 
and  Colton,  in  respect  of  the  lot- 
tery grants,  &c,  which  are  the 
subject  of  the  action,  does  it  not 
equally  apply  to  the  plaintiff ;  and 
what  right  had  he  therefore  to  call 
on  the  court  to  appoint  a  receiver? 
(Id.) 

4.  Whatever  may  be  said  of  the  lot- 
tery grants  and  franchises,  there 
was  other  property  set  forth  in  the 
deed  of  trust  and  referred  to  in  the 
complaint,  covered  by  the  order 
and  made  the  subject  of  the  sale, 
which  came  within  the  protection 
of  law,  although  its  chief  value, 
probably,  consisted  in  the  use  to 
which  it  was  applied  in  the  lot- 
tery business.    (Id,) 

5.  Lottery  erants  and  franchises 
were  based  on  certain  statutes  of 
Missouri,  Kentucky,  Delaware  and 
Georgia,  and  were  lawful  grants 
and  property  according  to  the  laws 
of  those  states,  as  was  formerly  the 
case  under  the  statute  laws  of  this 
state,  but  which  are  now  repealed, 
and  lotteries  are  now  prohibited 
here  as  contrary  to  morality  and 
public  good,    (id.) 

6.  While  it  must  be  admitted  the 
business  of  lotteries,  which  the 
above  named  states  license,  could 
not  be  lawfully  carried  on  here, 
still  it  would  seem  that  when  the 
^nts  are  the  subject  of  litigation 
m  this  state  the  courts  here,  within 
the  rule  of  comity,  would  extend 
to  them  protection  as  rights  of  tbe 
states  which  created  them.    (Id.) 

7.  In  the  absence  of  proof  as  to  the 
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amount  of  labor  performed  by  a 
receiver,  tlie  reasonable  i-ate  of 
allowance  for  bis  commissions  and 
expenses  is  acconling  to  the  rate 
fixed  by  the  statute  for  executors. 
(MuUer  agt.  I\yndvi\  6  Lans.,  472.) 


REFERER 

1.  Although  a  referee  does  not  find 
a  particular  fact,  in  terms,  yet,  if 
such  a  finding  is  deemed  necessary 
to  8upi)ort  and  uphold  the  judg- 
ment, the  court  will  presume  that 
the  referee  did  not  find  such  to  be 
the  fact,  if  the  evidence  in  the 
case  would  authorize  or  justify 
such  finding.  ( We»ta>U  agt.  Fargo ^ 
63  Bai^.y  349.) 

2.  Where,  although  there  was  evi- 
dence of  an  accord  and  satisfac- 
tion, on  the  trial  before  a  referee, 
yet  the  referee  refhsed  to  find  the 
tact,  because  the  defense  was  not 
set  up  in  the  answer, — Hdd^  that 
it  was  tlie  duty  of  the  referee  to 
decide  the  case  according  to  the 
evidence;  and  that  the  pleadings 
must  be  deemed  to  have  been 
amended  so  as  to  include  that  evi- 
dence. {BreU  agt.  Tits  FmU  Uni- 
verbalist  Society  of  BrooMyn  63, 
.Barft.,  610.) 


REFERENCE. 

1.  Where  the  finding  of  a  referee  in 
favor  of  a  defendant  is  unsupport- 
ed by  any  evidence,  the  judgment 
thereon  should  be  reversed  and  a 
new  trial  ordered.  (Townsend  agt 
Peyser^  ante^  211.) 

2.  And  where  the  direct  examina- 
tion of  the  defendant  as  a  witness 
upon  the  question  in  dispute  is  so 
contradicted  upon  his  cross-ex- 
amination as  to  destroy  its  force 
and  effect  as  evidence,  the  court 
will  consider  that  no  evidence  has 
been  given  to  sustain  the  finding. 

(Id.) 


8.  In  the  absence  of  an  agreement 
in  writing  fixing  a  different  com- 
pensation, a  rderee  cannot  law- 
fully claim  more  than  three  dol- 
lars for  everyday  personally  spent 
by  him  in  the  business  of  the 
reference.    (Id.) 

4.  It  is  not  enough  that  the  referee 
makes  affidavit  that  before  the 
trial  of  the  action  was  commenced 
he  informed  the  parties  to  it  that 
his  fees  on  the  reference  would  be 
five  dollars  for  every  meeting  of 
one  hour,  each  adjournment  to  be 
considered  a  meeting,  and  that 
botli  parties  consented  and  agreed 
Uiereto.    (Id.) 

6.  If  the  referee  had  procured  such 
consent  to  said  terms  in  writing, 
or  had  made  a  memorandum 
thereof  upon  his  minutes  at  the 
time,  it  probably  would  have  been 
sufficient    (Id,) 


REFORMATION  OF   CON- 
TRACT.t^ 

1.  No  objection  or  demurrer  having 
been  made  before  trial  to  the 
statement  of  the  causes  of  action 
in  the  complaint,  a  refusal  to  com- 
pel the  plaintiff  to  elect  then  upon 
which  he  will  proceed  is  properly 
refused.  (QiUett  agt.  Borden,  6 
Lane.,  219.) 


RELIGIOUS  CORPORATION. 

1.  A  mandamus  will  issue  to  com- 
pel the  trustees  of  a  church  cor- 
poration incorporated  under  the 
general  law  to  restore  to  his  rights, 
as  a  corporator,  one  who  has  been 
expelled  fi*om  the  church  mem- 
berehip,  but  who  is  qualified,  as  a 
corporator,  under  the  statute. 
~      ~  St. 


(Tlie  People  ex  rel.  DUclier  act. 
Stephen's  Church,  6  Lans.,  172. 


) 


2.  This  is  ^o,  although  the  by-laws 
of  the  church   preclude  all  but 
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church  members  from  the  rights 
of  corporators.    {Id) 

8.  A  by-law  presenting  any  different 
qualifications  for  membership  than 
such  as  are  required  by  the  statute 
is  void.    (Id.) 


REMOVAL  OF  CAUSES. 

1.  The  right  to  remove  an  action 
from  a  state  court  into  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  con- 
gress of  1863f  ^*  relating  to  habecu 
carpus  and  regulating  judicial  pro- 
ceedings in  certain  cases"  (12  U. 
S.  Stat,  at  Large,  ch.  81,  p.  756), 
as  amended  by  the  act  of  1866  (14 
U.  8.  Stat,  at  Lai-ge,  ch.  80,  p.  46), 
does  not  depend  upon  any  act  or 
assent  of  the  state  court.  If  the 
case  is  within  the  provisions  of 
that  act,  and  defendant  has  re^- 
larly  taken  the  steps  required  by 
it  for  the  purpose  of  removal,  all 
proceedings  in  the  state  court  are 
stayed  absolutely;  it  has  no  fur- 
ther jurisdiction  of  the  action ; 
and  any  subsequent  steps  therein 
would  be  coram  non  judice  and 
void.  It  cannot  be  compelled, 
therefore,  to  grant  any  order  stay- 
inff  proceedings ;  and  such  an 
order  would  iSd  nothmg  to  the 
force  and  effect  of  the  act  and  the 
proceedings   for    removal.      The 

Question  of  iurisdiction  must  be 
ecided  by  the  circuit  court.  If 
the  plaintiff  persists  in  proceeding 
in  the  state  court,  the  defendant 
should  appeal  to  the  federal  court 
for  the  proper  mandate  staying 
proceedings,  and  to  compel  a 
transcript  of  the  record  to  be  cer- 
tified to  that  court ;  and  if  plain- 
tiff claims  that  the  cause  has  not, 
for  any  reason,  been  removed,  he 
may  apply  to  that  court  to  remand 
the  cause.  (Allen,  J. ;  Church, 
Ch.  J.,  and  Rapallo,  J.,  concur- 
ring ;  Grover  and  Peckham,  J  J., 
dissenting.)    (Bell  agt.  Dix,  49  K 


2.  Plaintiff  was  imprisoned  in  Port 
Lafayette  in  1864  by  order  of  de- 
fendant Defendant  justified  as 
mi^or-ffeneral  of  the  army  of  the 
Umtea  States  and  as  military  com- 
mander of  the  department  of  the 
east,  and  took  the  steps  required 
by  the  act  of  congress  of  1863 
(above  specified)  to  remove  the 
cause  into  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States.  Held  (Foloer, 
J.,  Church,  Ch.  J.,  concurring; 
Grover  and  Peckham,  JJ.,  dis- 
senting), that  the  case  was  not 
within  the  provision  of  that  act. 

{Id.) 


3.  To  entitle  a  defendant  to  removal 
of  a  cause  into  the  United  States 
circuit  court,  under  the  act  of 
1789,  §  12  (1  Stat.,  79),  he  must 
show  the  plaintiff  a  citizen  of  an- 
other state  on  the  day  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action.  A 
petition  for  removal  does  not  meet 
this  requirement  by  stating  that 
the  plaintiff  is  a  citizen  of  another 
state.  (Pechner  agt.  Phaiiix  Ins, 
a>.,6Zan«.,  411.) 

4.  Nor  is  it  sufficient  if  the  plaintiff 
appear  to  be  a  resident  in  the 
state ;  he  must  be  shoivn  a  citizen 
as  well.    (Id.) 


RESIDENCE. 

1.  Where  it  appeared  that  the  plain- 
tiff and  her  husband,  residing  here, 
removed  into  New  Jersey,  where 
they  kept  house  for  a  year,  and 
then  were  without  permanent 
abode,  visiting  here  and  in  New 
Jersey,  until  after  commencement 
of  the  action,  when  they  resumed 
housekeeping  in  this  state,  and  it 
did  not  appear  with  what  inten- 
tion, as  to  residence,  they  removed 
from  the  state  or  returned  to  it, — 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  pre- 
sumptively a  resident  of  this  state. 
(Liseomb  agt.  New  Jersey  R.  R.  and 
Transportation  Company,  6  Lans.^ 
75.) 


— .J 
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REVISED  STATUTES. 

1.  Where  a  statute  has  been  incorpo- 
rated in  the  text  of  the  Rerised 
Statutes  without  legislative  au- 
thority, a  subsequent  statute,  pur- 
porting to  amend  it,  is  effectual 
for  that  purpose,  though  it  refer  to 
the  former  act  only  by  its  unau- 
thorized numbering  as  a  section  of 
the  Revised  Statutes.  (The  People 
ex  rei  Furman  agt.  CluUt  68  Barb. , 
856.) 


s. 


SALARIES. 

1.  Where  a  orier  of  the  superior  court 
of  the  city  of  New  York  has  been 
appointed  by  the  judges  of  that 
court  in  pursuance  of  section  89 
of  the  Code,  the  comptroller  of 
the  city  is  bound  to  pay  him  his 
salary,  notwithstanding  his  objec- 
tion that  the  full  number  of  officers 
fdlowed  to  be  appointed  to  that 
court,  under  section  2,  of  chap. 
438,  of  the  laws  of  1872,  had  been 
appointed,  and  that  the  relator 
was  not  one  of  those  officers. 
{People  agt  Oreen^  ante,  150.) 

2.  The  purchase,  by  payment  in  ad- 
vance, of  .the  future  earnings  of 
the  salaries  of  the  officers  or  em- 
ployes of  the  United  States  gov- 
ernment, is  wid  as  against  public 
policy.  (BeUings  agt.  0' Brien^  ante^ 
892.) 

8.  It  is  also  in  du'ect  violation  of  the 
act  of  congress  of  February  26, 
1858.    (Id.) 


SERVICE  AND  PROOF  OF. 

1.  Personal  service  of  a  summons  and 
complaint  can  be  made  out  of  tlie 
state  only  when  publication  is 
ordered.  (Code,  §  185.)  When 
80  made  it  is  equivalent  to  publi- 


cation and  deposit  in  the  post- 
office.  Such  service  is«not  com- 
plete imtil  the  time  prescribed  for 
the  publication  has  expired  (§  185), 
and  defendant  has  twenty  days 
thereafter  to  answer.  A  judgment, 
therefore,  entered  for  want  of  an 
answer,  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
the  latter  period,  is  irregular. 
(Brooklyn  Trust  Co.  agt  Bulmer, 
49  N.  T.  R,  84.) 


SET-OPP. 

1.  The  right  of  set-off  may  be  waived 
by  the  party  entitled  to  it,  and 
where  he  for  a  valuable  conside- 
ration, by  an  agreement,  delibe- 
rately made,  contracts  to  waive  it, 
the  agreement  is  binding,  and  he 
is  estopped  from  thereatler  assert- 
ing the  nght  (Outciiess2^i.Dajiui*^ 
49  N.  7.  i?.,  606.) 


SHERIFF. 

1.  As  to  the  judgment  creditc^r,  a 
sheriff  is  bound  to  see  to  it  that  a 
debtor  imprisoned  on  execution 
does  not  escape  from  the  limits; 
and  if  he  does  escape,  without  a 
lawful  discharge,  the  allegation  in 
the  complaint,  that  the  sheriff  suf- 
fered and  permitted  the  escape,  is 
sustained,  when  it  appears  that  he 
did  not  prevent  it.  (ToU  agt  AU 
wrd,  64  Barb.,  568.) 

2.  A  charge,in  the  complaint  in  an  ac- 
tion for  an  escape,  that  the  sheriff, 
against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  ille- 
gally suffered  and  permitted  the 
judgment  debtor  to  escape  and  go 
at  large,  out  of  his  custody,  merely 

.  means  that  he  did  not  prevent  him 
from  doing  so.  It  does  not  neces- 
sarily import,  or  involve  the  alle- 
gation, that  he  in  fact  actively  con- 
sented to  the  escape,  or  had  any  ac- 
tual knowledge  of  it    (Id.) 

8.  The  answer,  in  such  an  action, 
after  setting  forth  proceedings  be- 
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fore  the  county  court  for  the  dis- 
charge of  the  Judgment  debtor 
from  imprisonment,  and  the  grant- 
ing of  an  order  for  his  discharge, 
alleged  that  the  defendant,  "in  obe- 
dience to  the  requirements  of  said 
court,  and  not  otherwise,  permit- 
ted said  6.  to  go  at  large,  as  he 
lawfully  might,  and  as  he  was  by 
law  required  to  do ;  which  is  the 
same  escape,"  &c.  Held^  that  the 
answer  was  in  the  ordinary  form, 
and  the  words  used  were  to  be  un- 
derstood according  to  the  subject 
matter.  That  the  answer  conced- 
ed only  such  a  permission  as  the 
complaint  imported,  viz.,  an  omis- 
sion to  prevent  the  escape ;  and  did 
not  necessarily  furnish  a  contra- 
diction to  statements  made  by  the 
sheriff  and  under  sheriff,  in  a 
subsequent  action  upon  the  bail- 
bonds,  that  they  had  no  actual 
knowledge  of,  and  did  not  consent 
to,  the  departure  of  the  debtor 
from  the  limits,  and  did  not  hear 
of  it  till  the  sheriff  was  sued  for 
the  escape.    (Id.) 

4  A  Judgment  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, in  an  action  against  the  she- 
riff for  an  escape,  conclusively  es- 
tablishes, in  a  subsequent  action 
by  the  sheriff,  upon  the  bail-bond, 
that  the  judgment  debtor  has  es- 
caped from  the  limits  without  hav- 
ing been  disclmrged  by  due  course 
of  law.    (Id.) 

5.  A  recovery  against  the  sheriff,  in 
an  action  for  an  escape,  is  evi- 
dence of  the  damages  sustained  bv 
him,  in  the  same  manner  as  though 
the  Judgment  had  been  collected. 
(Id,) 


SHERIFF'S  DEED. 

1.  Assignments  of  sheriffs'  certifi- 
cates made  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  the  legislature  of  1835 
(lam  of  1885,  ch.  189 ;  4  Edm,  Stat, , 
628).  and  valid  when  made,  were 
not  Invalidated  by  that  act,  but  car- 
ried to  the  assignees  all  the  rights 


acquired  or  evidenced  by  the  cer- 
tificates of  sale;  notwithstanding 
an  omission  to  acknowledge  or 
prove  and  file  such  assignments. 
(PMUips  agt.  Bchiffer,  64  Barb,, 
548.) 

2.  The  principal  object  of  the  act  of 
1885  was  the  protection  of  sheriffs, 
by  creating  a  statutory  mode  of 
evidencing  the  claims  of  assignees, 
without  which  a  sheriff  could  not 
be  compelled  to  convey  to  such 
assignees.    (Id.) 

3.  The  sheriff  can  wadne  the  protec- 
tion of  the  statute ;  and  if  he  does 
so,  and  conveys  to  an  actual  as- 
signee, the  title  of  his  grantee  will 
not  be  affected  by  the  omission  to 
prove  and  file  the  assignment  of 
the  certificate.    (Id.) 


SPECIAL  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  Where  a  revenue  stamp  is  omit- 
ted from  a  promissory  note  or 
other  written  instrument  at  the 
time  it  is  made,  by  mistake  and 
without  intention  to  evade  the 
revenue  laws,  the  instrument  is 
not  bv  reason  of  such  omission 
invalid  in  its  inception.  (Baker 
agt.  Baker ^  6  Lane.,  509.) 

2.  In  order  to  invalidate  the  instru- 
ment, a  fraudulent  intent  must  be 
affirmatively  shown,  and  the  bur- 
den of  proof  of  such  intent  is  upon 
the  party  objecting  to  the  want  of 
a  stamp,    (id,) 


STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

1.  Greiff  and  Semmler  were  partners. 
Greiff  retired  from  the  firm  and 
Semmler,  the  remaining  partner, 
thereupon  formed  a  new  copart- 
nership with  Georse  Euell,  under 
the  firm  name  of  Euell  &  Semm- 
ler. Semmler  then  agreed  with 
Euell  that  all  the  property  of  the 
old  firm  should  be  transferred  to 
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the  new,  and  that  the  new  firm 
should  assume  and  pay  all  the 
debts  of  the  old  firm.  Udd,  to  be 
a  valid  agreement,  founded  on  a 
good  consideration,  and  although 
not  in  writing,  was  not  within  the 
statute  of  frauds.  {Scliindler  agt. 
Euell,  anU,  88.) 

2.  The  statute  of  frauds  is  not  so 
broad  as  to  prevent  proof  bjr  parol 
of  an  interest  in  lands.  It  is  sim- 
ply aimed  at  the  creation  or  con- 
veyance of  an .  estate  in  lands 
without  a  writinff.  (Cheater  agt. 
Diekinsan,  ante,  326.)' 


STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  a  debt 
a^inst  a  debtor  who  has  been 
discharged  therefrom  in  bank- 
ruptcy, in  every  case  the  action 
must  be  founded  upon  the  pre- 
cise and  positive  new  promise 
made  after  the  discharge,  and  tlie 
original  debt  is  to  be  considered 
merely  as  the  consideration  that 
eives  validity  to  the  new  promise. 
{Duaenbury  agt.  Hayt,  ante,  147.) 

2.  It  follows  that  inasmuch  as  under 
the  Code  the  plaintiff  is  required 
to  set  out  the  facts  constituting 
his  cause  of  action,  and  nothing 
else,  the  said  new  promise  must 
be  specially  pleaded  as  the  basis 
of  the  action.    {Id.) 

8.  A  foreign  statute  of  limitation  is 
not  a  bar  to  an  action  here.  {Oar- 
penter  agt  Mintum,  6  Lan$.,  56.) 

4  Money  paid  by  one  of  two  per- 
sons jointly  indebted  on  contract, 
at  the  request  of  the  other,  stops 
Uie  runnmg  of  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations as  to  both.  {Pitts  agt 
Bunt,  6  Lans.,  146.) 


STATUTES. 

1.  Although  repeal  by  implication  is 
not  favored,  and  is  not  allowed. 


save  where  inconsistency  is  plain 
and  unavoidable ;  yet  a  subsquent 
statute,  making  a  different  provi- 
sion on  the  same  subject,  is  not  to 
be  construed  as  an  explanatory  act, 
but  an  implied  repeal  of  the  for- 
mer, so  far  as  the  provisions  are 
inconmatible  with  each  other. 
iT?ie  People  ex reL  Havana  &gt.  Van 
2iart,QA  Barb,,  20^.) 

2.  Where  a  statute  amendatory  of  a 
former  one  sets  forth  the  original 
statute  as  amended,  retaining  a 
portion  of  the  old,  omitting  a  por- 
tion, and  incorporating  therein 
new  provisions,  the  effect  is  not 
to  repeal  and  re-enact  the  portion 
retained,  but  such  portion  con- 
tinues in  force  from  the  time  of  tiie 
first  enactment ;  the  portions  omit- 
ted are  abrogated,  and  cease  to 
form  part  of  the  statute  from  the 
time  the  new  act  takes  effect,  and 
the  new  provisions  become  opera- 
tive from  that  time.  {Moore  agt. 
Mausert,  49  N.  T.  R,  832.) 

3.  The  act  of  1837  does  not  author- 
ize the  institution  of  an  action  in 
equity  to  annul  a  contract  for 
usury  in  any  case  where  such  an 
action  could  not  have  been  main- 
tained before  the  passage  of  that 
act;  it  simply  changes  the  terms 
upon  which  the  borrower  can  get 
relief.  (AUerton  agt.  Belden,  40  JV. 
T.  R,  378.) 

4.  When  the  language  of  a  statute 
is  definite  and  has  a  precise  mean- 
ing, it  must  be  presumed  to  de- 
clare the  intent  of  the  legislature, 
and  it  is  not  allowable  to  resort  to 
other  means  of  interpretation,  or 
by  conjecture  to  restrict  or  extend 
the  meaning.  {Johnaon  agt  H.  B. 
i?.  i2.,  49  iVTr.i?.,  456.) 


STOCK. 

1.  Where  stock  is  pledged  to  a  bro- 
ker, as  security  agamst  loss  for 
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conducting  transactions  in  the  pur- 
cliase  and  sale  of  gold  coin,  and  a 
loss  occurs,  his  duty,  as  well  as  the 
law,  requires  that  he  should  call 
upon  the  pledgor  for  money  to 
meet  his  loss,  or  get  his  consent  to 
use,  or  borrow  upon,  the  stock 
pledged.  If,  without  such  call  or 
consent,  he  uses  the  stock  to  bor- 
row money  for  his  own  purposes, 
or  otherwise  disposes  of  it,  he  is 
liable  to  the  pledgor  in  an  action 
for  a  conversion.  (Laiorence  agt. 
Maxwell,  64  Barb.,  102.) 


2.  In  such  an  action,  evidence  to 
prove  that  it  is  customary,  among 
brokers  in  New  York,  to  use  the 
stock  held  by  them  as  security  in 
the  manner  this  stock  was  held  bv 
the  broker ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant had  previously  held  stock  of 
the  plaintiff,  as  security,  which  he 
had  used  in  a  similar  manner  with- 
out objection  or  complaint  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  although  he 
knew  of  it,  is  immaterial,  and 
should  be  excluded.    (Id.) 

8.  Such  a  custom  is  simply  a  viola- 
tion of  the  rights  of  the  principal ; 
and  a  long-continued  course  of 
wrong-doing,  or  violation  of  law, 
will  never  prove  a  valid  custom  to 
continue  it.    (Id.) 

4.  Brokers  who  use  the  stock  of  their 
principals,  reiving  upon  any  such 
custom,  are  liable  to  return  it  when 
called  upon,  if  their  demands  or 
liabilities,  hicurred  on  the  security 
of  the  stock,  have  been  satisfiea. 
{Id.) 

5.  If  they  cannot  return  it,  they  are 
liable  in  damages  for  the  injury 
which  has  been  caused  by  the  loss 
of  the  stock.    (Id.) 

6.  In  an  action  for  the  conversion  of 
the  stock  pledged,  the  just  and  es- 
tablished rule  of  damages  is  the 
highest  price  of  the  stock  between 
the  date  of  the  demand  or  conver- 
■ion  and  the  day  of  trial.    (Id,) 

Vol.  XLV  H 


STOCKBROKERS. 

1.  Where  stockbrokers,  on  receiving  a 
quantity  of  railroad  bonds  for  sale 
for  the  best  market  price,  they 
having  no  quotable  market  rate, 
inform  another  broker  of  the  re- 
ceipt of  such  bonds  and  request 
the  latter  to  find  a  purchaser  for 
them,  who  sends  his  messenger  to 
inquire  into  the  particulars  respect- 
ing the  bonds,  and  the  messenger 
is  also  asked  to  find  a  purchaser 
for  them  and  the  messenger  subse- 
quently returns  with  a  letter  from 
his  employer  to  the  holders  that 
he  will  eive  a  certain  sum  for 
them,  and  the  messenger  remarks 
that  it  is  the  best  price  obtainable, 
upon  which  the  holders,  on  receiv- 
ing the  check  of  the  broker,  with* 
out  any  commission  being  charged, 
close  the  sale  at  the  price  offered, 
will  be  entitled  to  recover  of  the 
purchaser  fifteen  per  cent  more, 
where  at  time  of  closing  the  sale 
the  purchaiser  had  already  closed 
a  bargain  with  another  purchaser 
for  fifteen  per  cent  more  than  he 
gave.  The  fraud  m  the  statement 
of  the  messenger,  that  "  that  is  the 
best  price  obtainable,"  beine  the 
ground  of  the  recovery.  (Taylor 
agt  Chiest,  ante,  27Q.) 

2.  Where  a  bank  loans  a  certain  sum 
of  money  to  a  firm  of  brokers  on 
call  upon  collateral  security,  to  be 
repaid  the  same  day,  and  during 
the  day  such  firm  procures  another 
loan  from  the  plaintiffs  of  a  certain 
sum  upon  collateral  securities, 
which  are  subsequently  ascer- 
tained to  he  forgeries,  and  the  firm 
of  brokers  deposit  the  certified 
checks  of  the  plaintiffs  in  their 
bank  and  take  up  their  collateral 
securities,  some  of  which  prove  to 
be  forgeries,  and  the  bank  collects 
the  plaintiff^s  checks  in  tlie  ordi- 
nary course  of  business,  for  which 
it  gives  the  firm  of  brokers  credit 
in  the  usual  way,  the  bank  is  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
amount  of  the  loan  they  made  to 
the  firm  of  brokers  on  presenting 
the   foiged    collateral    securities 
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taken  by  them  and  demanding  of 
the  bank  the  repayment  of  those 
checks.  {JuBth  agt  2{ational  Bank 
of  the  GommonvmUhy  ante^  492.) 

8.  The  law  will  protect  a  purchaser 
of  personal  property,  and  especi- 
ally of  negotiable  paper,  who  has 
acquired  it  for  a  fair  and  valuable 
consideration,  in  the  usual  couree 
of  trade,  and  without  any  notice 
of  any  conflicting  claims  or  of  sus- 
picious circumstances  caliculated 
to  awaken  inquiry  or  to  put  him 
on  his  guard,  although  the  pro- 
perty was  in  fact  obtained  by  the 
vendor  from  the  true  owner  fraud- 
ulently.   (Id,) 

4.  Stock-brokers  may.  not  revoke 
their  general  agreement  to  buy, 
hold  and  sell  stocks  for  a  commis- 
sion and  interest  on  advances, 
without  notice.  ( White  agt  Smith, 
6  Lans.j  5.) 

5.  And  they  are  liable  for  damages 
sustained  by  their  employer  by 
reason  of  a  renunciation  of  the 
agreement.    (Id.) 


SUPERINTENDENT    OP    THE 
POOR 

1.  A  supervisor  of  a  town  is  ineligi- 
ble to  the  office  of  superintendent 
of  the  poor.  (Ths  People  ex  rel. 
Furman  agt.  Clute,  68  Barb.,  866.) 

2.  Where  a  city  charter  declares  the 
supervisors  of  the  wards  of  the 
city  shall  be  **  subject  to  all  the 
provisions  of  law  now  applicable 
to  those  officers  respectively,  in 
the  several  towns  of  the  state," 
the  supervisors  of  such  wards  are 
ineligible  to  the  office  of  superin- 
tendent of  the  poor.    (Id.) 

8.  The  legislature  has  power  to  pre- 
scribe c^ualiflcations  for  the  office 
of  supenntendent  of  the  poor.  (Id.) 


SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEED- 
INGS. 

1.  Proceedings  supplementary  to  exe- 
cution, as  authorized  by  the  Code, 
are  not  strictly  legal,  but  equitable, 
proceedings.  They  are  a  substi- 
tute for  the  creditor's  bill  of  the 
courts  of  equity,  which  mav  still 
be  used  to  reach  the  equitable  pro- 
perty of  the  Judgment  debtor.  Per 
E.  D.  Smith,  J.  (Pope  agt  CWtf, 
64  Barb.,  4m.) 


SUPREME  COURT. 

1.  Where  two  of  the  justices  as- 
signed to  the  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court  in  the  first  depart- 
ment are,  by  reason  of  interest, 
incapable  of  sitting,  on  an  appeal, 
the  general  term  may  be  held  by 
one  of  the  justices  of  the  first  de- 
partment, assigned  to  hold  general 
terms,  and  two  justices  from  ano- 
ther department  (Matter  of  the 
Broadway  Widening,  68  Barb. ,  572.) 

2.  The  appeal,  in  such  a  case,  need 
not  be  sent  to  another  department, 
under  section  10  of  chapter  408  of 
the  laws  of  1870.    (Id.) 


SURROGATE. 

1.  Under  the  provision  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  directing  that  where 
Uie  real  estate  of  a  deceased  per- 
son shall  have  been  sold  by  order 
of  a  surrogate,  the  moneys  arising 
from  the  sale  shall  be  brought  into 
the  office  of  the  surrogate  for  the 
purpose  of  distribution,  and  shall 
be  by  him  retained  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  and  requiring  the  surrogate, 
in  the  first  place,  to  pay,  out  of 
such  money,  the  charges  and  ex- 
penses of  the  sale,  there  can  be  no 
lien  upon  such  moneys,  even  for 
the  fees  and  disbursements  upon 
the  application  for  the  sale.  (Mat- 
ter of  Lamberaon,  68  Barb.,  297.) 
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2.  The  entire  fund  must  be  brought 
intact  into  the  office  of  the  surro- 
gate, and  the  attorney  can  then 
apply  to  that  officer,  whose  duty 
it  will  be,  before  making  the  gene- 
ral distribution,  to  award  and  pay 
him  a  reasonable  fee  for  his  ser- 
yices  in  the  matter  of  the  sale, 
together  with  his  necessary  outlay 
thereon.     (Id.) 


T. 


TAX-PAYERS. 

1.  An  action  by  a  tax-payer  of  a 
town  to  perpetually  eiyoin  and 
restrain  commissioners  from  issu- 
ing the  bonds  of  the  town,  for  the 
purpose  of  aiding  in  the  construc- 
tion of  a  railrond^  cannot  be  main- 
tained where  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  do  not  show  that  the 
alleged  commissioners  are  officers 
of  the  town  having  any  authority 
by  legal  appointment  or  color  of 
appointment  to  act  as  commis- 
sioners for  the  purpose  of  bonding 
the  town.  (Pierce  agt.  WHghl^ 
ante,  1.) 

2.  The  only  fact  stated  on  the  sub- 
ject being  that  they  either  are  or 
claim  to  be  commissioners,  with 
an  allegation  of  ignorance  as  to 
the  truth  of  the  clSm.  This  is  to 
be  construed  most  strongly  against 
the  pleader,  and  it  amounts  to  this: 
That  here  are  certain  persons  who 
say  they  are  commissioners  of  the 
town,  but  whether  they  are  so  or 
not  we  neither  affirm  nor  deny. 
(Id,) 

3.  An  attempt  or  throat  by  an  indi- 
.    vidual  or  u^dividuals  to  do  an  act 

which,  when  done,  would  \y^  a 
nullity,  neither  binding  upon  nor 
injurious  to  any  one,  according  to 
the  aUegations  of  fact  in  a  com- 
plaint, or  for  aught  appears  there, 
lays  no  foundation  whatever  for 
an  action  to  restram  the  commis^ 
sion  of  8Uoh  act    (Id, ) 


4.  Where  the  complaint  aUeges  and 
charges  that  some  of  the  persons 
signing  the  consents  filed  in  the 
town  clerk's  office  were  not  tax- 
payers of  the  town,  and  did  not 
even  own  the  property  assessed  to 
them,  and  that  the  owners  had 
never  given  their  consents,  &c., — 
Held,  that  these  and  similar  allega- 
tions of  insufficiency  raise  me 
question  whether  every  or  any  in- 
dividual tax-payer  in  the  town  may 
challenge  and  assail  the  facts  as 
they  appear  from  the  record, 
which  the  statute  makes  evidence, 
by  action  in  this  collateral  way. 
(Id,) 

5.  The  consents  of  the  tax -payers. 
8s  specified  by  the  statute,  ana 
affidavits  of  the  assessors,  with  a 
copy  of  the  assessment  roll,  are  to 
be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of 
the  county  and  in  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  the  town, ''  and  the  same 
or  a  certified  copy  thereof  shall  be 
evidence  of  the  tacts  therein  con- 
tained and  certified,  in  any  court 
of  the  state  and  before  any  judge 
or  justice  thereof."    (Id.) 

6.  The  statute  makes  this  evidence 
of  the  jurisdiction  and  all  other 
facts  not  prima  fade  evidence 
merely,  but  evidence  absolutely 
and  unqualifiedly.  It  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  record,  and  imports 
absolute  verity  so  long  as  it  re- 
mains as  a  record  upon  the  files 
of  the  county  and  town  clerk's 
offices.  (Id,) 

7.  The  plahitiff,  therefore,  in  assail- 
ing this  record  by  this  action,  as 
a  false  witness  which  does  not 
certify  the  truth,  has  plainly  mis- 
taken his  remedy.  Public  records 
cannot  be  assailed  and  ccmtrovert- 
ed  in  this  collateral  manner.    (Id.) 

8.  His  only  remedy  was  by  a  direct 
proceedmg  to  correct  the  record  if 
it  was  in  any  respect  incorrect, 
and  reform  the  character  of  the 

*  statutory  witness,  so  that  it  should 
speak  the  whole  truth  and  nothing 
but  the  truth,  or  set  it  aside  alto- 
gether.   (Id.) 
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9.  A  portion  of  llie  consents  were, 
as  appears  by  the  complaint,  ob- 
tained in  18^0  and  the  residue  in 
1871,  and  the  afBdavit  shows  that 
the  requisite  number  of  consents 
had  been  obtained,  as  appeared  by 
both  rolls.  If  it  so  appeared  by 
both  rolls,  it  necessarily  so  ap- 
peared by  the  last,  and  in  this 
case  was  a  compliance  with  the 
statute  requiring  the  last  assess- 
ment roll  to  govern.    (Id.) 

10.  It  is  now  well  settled  in  this 
state  that  an  injunction,  cannot  be 
sustained  by  one  or  more  tax- 
payers to  prevent  the  collection  of 
a  tax  illegally  imposed.  {Cortoin 
agt.  Campbelil  ante^  9.) 

11.  Consequently,  it  cannot  be  sus- 
tained to  restrain  the  ftiture  pro- 
bable or  possible  imposition  of 
such  a  tax,  which  the  tax-payers 
of  a  town  mtiy  become  liable  to 
pay  by  reason  of  the  unauthorized 
issuing  of  the  bonds  of  the  town 
for  railroad  purposes.    (Id.) 

12.  If  the  proceedings  of  the  asses- 
sors of  the  town  appear  to  be  in 
all  respects  regular  and  to  comply 
with  the  statute,  this  court  has  no 
power  by  action  to  restrain  the 
commissioners  by  injunction  from 
issuing  the  bondEs  of  the  town,  be- 
cause the  assessors  may  have  pre- 
dicated their  conclusion  upon  facts 
failing  to  warrant  it    (Id.) 

13.  A  different  mode  has  been  pro- 
vided for  reviewing  and  correcting 
the  decision  of  the  assessors;  that 
is  to  be  done  by  the  writ  of  certio- 
rari. The  fact  that  the  parties 
entitled  to  apply  for  the  writ  have 
omitted  to  do  so  until  the  right  to 
it  has  been  lost  by  lapse  of  time, 
will  justify  no  change  in  the  dis- 
position which  should  be  made  of 
such  application.    (Id.) 

TAXES  AND  ASSESSMENTS. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  was  taxed  for 
village  purposes,  bv  the  authori- 
ties of  the  village  of  Owego,  Tioga 


county,  N.  Y.,  which  was  assessed 
and  levied  under  the  provisions  of 
the  acts  of  1891  and  1854,  and  the 
assessment  was  partly  for  debts 
incurred  before  the  enlargement 
of  the  village  boundaries  by  the 
act  of  1857,  and  partly  to  meet  the 
expenses  for  village  purposes  sub- 
sequently, the  estimate  for  such 
tax  being  prepared  for  1858,  and 
submitted  to  a  meeting  of  the 
electors  pursuant  to  the  act  of 
1851,  but  not  being  indotail,  show- 
ing the  sums  necessary  for  each 
object  of  expenditui^,  but  a  gene- 
ral estimate  for  the  sum  '  of 
$1,000,— £fi^,  that  the  estimate 
for  a  mere  gross  amount  was  suffi- 
cient and  a  substantial  compliance 
with  the  statute,  and  the  electors 
had  authority  to  vote  the  tax  in 
that  manner.  Besides,  such  au- 
thority does  not  depend  upon  the 
form  m  which  the  estimate  is  pre- 
pared and  submitted  to  them  by 
the  board  of  trustees,  consequent- 
Iv  the  tax  was  legally  assessed  im- 
der  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
1851.  (PumpeUy  agt  Village  of 
Owego,  ante,  219.) 


2.  The  plaintiff  was  not  a  resident 
or  property-holder  within  the 
limits  of  Uie  corporate  village  of 
Owego  before  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  1857,  but  if  that  act  was 
valid  and  operated  to  amend  the 
village  charter  he  became  such  by 
force  of  it.  The  title  is  **  An  act 
enlarging  the  boundaries  of  the 
village  of  Owego  in  the  county  of 
Tioga."  Held,  that  although  the 
title  or  preamble  of  a  statute  may 
be  said  to  be  no  part  of  it,  yet  it 
may  be  used  to  enable  the  courts 
to  arrive  at  the  intention  of  its 
framers,  and  the  intention  was 
clearlv  in  this  case  to  amend  the 
old  charter,  and  not  to  create  a 
new  corporation,  with  none  of  the 
powers  of  a  mtmicipal  corpora- 
tion.   (Id.) 

TITLE. 

1.  Where,  under  and  pursuant  to 
section  48  of  the  act  of  Congress 
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of  June  80,  1804  (18  Statutes  at 
Large,  p,  SiSS),  as  amended  by 
ninth  section  of  the  act  of  con- 
gress, July  18,  1806  (14  Statutes  at 
1/xrgey  p.  113),  a  proceeding  was 
instituted  and  carried  out,  viz. :  To 
sell  a  bar^  and  a  quantity  of  dis- 
tilled spints  and  utensils  for  mak- 
ing the  same,  as  perishable,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  purchaser  seeking 
to  avail  himself  of  such  title  to 
make  out  by  proof  all  the  neces- 
sary steps  required  by  that  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  to  give  juris- 
diction to  the  collector  to  sell. 
(Traey  agt.  Oarse,  ante,  816.)  * 

2.  The  authority  under  those  pro- 
visioDs  of  the  acts  of  Congress  to 
sell  rests  on,  1.  The  application  by 
the  collector  of  internal  revenue 
to  the  assessor  to  examine  the  pro- 
perty seized,  etc.  2.  The  assessor's 
examination  and  opinion  that  a 
sale  is  necessary.  8.  The  assessor's 
appraisal  of  the  property  sought 
to  be  sold  as  perishable.  4.  The 
refusal  of  the  owner  of  the  pro- 
perty to  give  a  bond.  5.  The  or- 
der to  sell.    (Id.) 

8.  Title,  and  possession  or  right  of 
possession,  of  personal  property,  is 
all  that  is  required  to  enable  the 
holder  to  claim  the  property  or  its 
value.  (Orr  agt.  The  Mayor ,  dkc., 
of  New  York,  64  Barb.,  100.) 


TRIAL. 

1.  Where  the  evidence  on  the  trial 
showed  that  the  plaintiff  had  title 
for  many  years,  as  well  of  a  tim- 
bered portion  of  his  land  as  of  the 
remainder,  separated  from  the  lat- 
ter by  a  fence,  and  acts  tending  to 
show  actual  possession  of  such 
timbered  land,  while  the  defendant 
testified  that  the  actual  possession 
of  such  timbered  land  was  held  by 
himself,  under  an  adverse  title  to 
the  plaintiff,  when  the  acts  consti- 
tuting the  alleged  trespass,  for 
which  this  action  was  brought, 
were  committed.    Eeld,  that  this 


presented  a  direct  question  of  fact 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury, 
and  each  party  had  the  right  to 
have  it  so  decided.  (Slade  agt 
McMuUen,  ante,  52.) 

2.  Consequently,  the  court  erred  in 
granting  the  defendants'  motion 
for  a  nojisuit  on  this  state  of  the 
evidence.    (Id.) 

8.  The  plaintiff,  by  opposing  the 
motion  for  a  nonsuit,  did  not 
thereby  waive  his  right  to  have 
the  case  submitted  to  the  jury 
without  a  particular  request  to  the 
court  to  that  effect,  nor  assume 
thereby  that  the  question  was  one 
of  law  only.  It  was  otherwise 
with  the  defendants,  for  by  their 
motion  for  a  nonsuit  they  assumed 
that  the  case  was  a  proper  (Me  for 
the  disposition  of  the  court;  and 
that  assumption  was  a  waiver  of 
the  right  to  have  it  submitted  to 
the  jury  without  some  specific  re- 
quest beinff  afterward  made  in 
their  behalf,  provided  they  had 
not  succeeded  on  their  motion  for 
a  nonsuit    (Id.) 

4.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note,  given  by  the  defendants  to 
the  plaintiffs,  the  defendants 
pleaded  specially  a  want  of  con- 
sideration by  alleging  and  proving 
that  the  money  for  which  the  note 
was  given  belonged  to  the  plain- 
tiff's orother,  which  was  deposited 
with  them  by  him,  in  trust,  to  pay 
the  plaintiffs  what  they  might  re- 
quire during  his  absence,  and  the 
remainder,  if  any,  to  himself  on 
his  return;  and  that  the  defend- 
ants, in  pursuance  of  such  trust, 
paid  to  plaintiffs  a  portion  of  said 
sum  during  such  absence,  and  the 
remainder  to  the  brother  on  his 
return  home;  and  the  plaintiffs 
claimed  and  proved  that  the  mo- 
ney belonged  to  the  plaintiffs  and 
was  deposited  with  the  defend- 
ants, when  the  note  was  given,  in 
the  presence  of  their  brother,  be- 
fore he  went  away,  for  safe  keep- 
ing, they  believing  the  defendants 
to  oe  responsible.    Edd,  that,  un- 
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der  this  contradictory  and  irre- 
concilable evidence,  the  court 
could  not  disturb  the  verdict  of 
the  juiT  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  as 
the  defendants  omitted  to  move 
for  the  direction  of  a  verdict,  they 
stand  precluded  ft*om  alleging  that 
the  verdict  was  a^inst  the  weight 
of  evidence.  (Stckels  agt  ChmeSy 
ante,  94.) 

5.  In  an  action,  in  its  scope  and  es- 
sence of  an  equity  character, 
issues  were  Joined  and  the  cause 
noticed  and  put  on  the  jury  calen- 
dar for  trial.  On  its  being  called 
on,  no  objections  were  made  to 
the  fact  that  it  should  be  tried  by 
the  court  alone,  but  the  parties 
went  on  to  trial  before  the  court 
and  jury.  At  the  close  of  the 
CfOb  ten  distinct  questions  of  fact 
were  submitted  to  the  Jury  to  be 
passed  upon  by  them;  and  the 
case,  after  summing  up  of  coun- 
sel, was  Bubmitteu  to  the  Jury, 
under  the  charge  of  the  judge,  to 
find  on  these  specific  questions  of 
fact.  The  jury  found  specifically 
on  these  questions  of  fact.  On  a 
motion  for  judgment  on  the  spe- 
cial verdict  it  was  held  that  an  ob- 
jection made  by  the  defendant, 
that  there  had  been*  no  proper 
trial,  and  that  the  trial  at  the  cir- 
cuit was  unauthorized,  came  too 
late.   (Smith  agt .  0^>om,  ante,  851 .) 

6.  The  submission,  without  objec- 
tion, of  those  distinct  questions  of 
fkct  to  the  Jury,  to  be  passed 
upon  by  them,  was  a  consent  to 
that  form  of  trial  and  a  waiver  of 
the  right  to  a  different  form  of 
trial.    (Id.) 

7.  Where  the  plaintiff  is  shown  to 
be  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  pro- 
missory note  sued  on,  and  entitled 
to  recover,  it  is  not  error  for  the 
judge  to  refuse  to  submit  the  case 
to  the  jury,  although  the  note  was 
impeached.  (Benedict  agt  De 
Qroot,  ante,  384.) 

8.  Where,  by  the  contract  with  a 
common  carrier,  he  is  exempted 


from  liability  for  loss  or  damage, 
unless  the  same  be  proved  to  have 
occurred  by  fraud  or  gross  n^li- 
gence  of  him,  his  agents  or  ser- 
vants, in  an  action  against  such 
•  carrier,  the  anus  is  upon  the  plain- 
tiff of  proving  such  fraud  or  negli- 
gence. Negligence  must  not  only 
be  shown,  but  it  must  appear  to 
have  caused  or  at  least  contributed 
to  the  injury.  A  defendant  in  such 
an  action  has  a  right  to  rely  upon 
his  exception  to  an  erroneous  rul- 
ing of  the  court  as  to  the  burden 
of  proof,  and  to  decline  to  intro- 
duce further  evidence,  and  the 
decision  will  not  be  sustained  upon 
the  ground  that  the  evidence,  as  it 
stood,  showed  negligence.  (Coch- 
ran agt.  Dinemore,  49  N.  T.  ILy 
249.) 

9.  Proof  of  an  advance  of  money  to 
amortiragee,  coupled  with  proof 
that  the  one  makin?  the  advance 
has  possession  of  me  mortgage, 
does  not  establish  the  fact  oi  a 
purchase  of  the  mortgage,  or  of  a 
pledge  thereof  as  security  for  the 
advance.  In  the  absence  of  writ- 
ten evidence  the  presumption  is 
against  any  transfer.  (Bowers  agl. 
Johnson,  49  N.  T,  i?.,  482.) 

10.  Where  a  party  proposes  to  im- 
peach a  witness  by  proving  incon- 
sistent written  statements,  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  show  the  witness,  or  read 
to  him,  the  paper,  and,  if  its  genu- 
ineness is  admitted,  the  party  can 
introduce  it  when  he  has  the  case 
and  the  right  to  put  in  evidence ; 
and  it  is  not  the  legal  right  of  the 
other  party  or  the  witness  to  enter 
into  any  explanation  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  paper  until  after  it  has 
been  introduced  in  evidence.  It  is 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
however,  to  vary  the  order  oi 
proof.  (Bomertze  agt.  E.  R  Jf, 
Sin*,  49  J^.  Y.  i2.,677.) 

11.  A  motion  to  dismiss  a  complaint, 
upon  Uie  groimd  that  plaintiff  has 
no  cause  of  action,  should  specify 
the  defect,  so  that  plaintiff  ma^ 
have  an  opportunily  to  supply  it 
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if  in  the  evideDce,  or  maymove  to 
amend  the  complaint.  Where  the 
defect  is  not  specified  and  the  mo- 
tion is  denied,  an  exception  to  the 
decision  is  not  available,  if  any 
view  of  the  evidence  would  sus- 
tain a  cause  of  action ;  and  not 
then,  unless  it  appears  that  the  de- 
fect could  not  be  supplied.  ( Webb 
agt  OdeU,  49  iV.  F.  R,  683.) 

12.  It  is  not  enough  to  Justify  a  non- 
suit that  a  court  upon  a  case  made 
might,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discre- 
tion, grant  a  new  trial.  It  is  only 
where  there  is  no  evidence  in  law, 
which,  if  believed,  will  susU|in  a 
verdict,  that  the  court  is  called 
upon  to  nonsuit ;  and  the  evidence 
may  be  sufficient  in  law  to  sustain 
a  verdiet,  although  so  greatly 
against  the  apparent  weight  of 
evidence  as  to  justify  the  granting 
of  a  new  trial.  (Colt  agt.  8ixm 
Ave,  B.  R,  40  iV:  T.  R,  671.) 


TRADE-MARK. 

l.The  street  number  of  a  building  can- 
not become  part  of  a  trade-mark 
unless  made  use  of,  therefor,  by 
one  who  has  the  exclusive  use  of 
the  only  building  designated  by 
such  a  number  on  the  street. 
{Olen  d  Hall  MamtfcuOwring  Co. 
agt  Hall,  6  Lam.y  158.) 


TRUSTS  AND  TRUSTEES. 

1.  The  cestuis  que  trust  are  vested 
with  an  absolute  title  to  funds  set 
apart  from  the  assets  of  an  estate 
as  trust  funds,  and  may  maintain 
an  action  for  thetr  mismanage- 
ment and  loss.  (Sortore  agt  SeoUy 
6  Lans,y  271.) 

2.  It  seems  a  plaintiff  may  make  a 
case  entitling  him  to  part  of  the 
relief  which  he  demands,  and  be 
refused  other  relief  for  failure  to 
join  with  himself  other  necessary 
parties.    (Id.)- 


8.  It  seems  that  the  rule  which  de- 
nies a  right  of  action  against  the 
representatives  of  a  dec^tsed  joint 
debtor  and  the  survivor,  until  the 
remedy  is  exhausted  against  the 
latter,  unless  he  is  insolvent,  does 
not  apply  to  the  case  of  breach  of 
trust  by  trustees.    (Id,) 

4;  But  that  the  representatives  of  a 
deceased  trustee  are  properly  join- 
ed with  the  surviving  trustee  m  an 
action  for  breach  of  trust  happen- 
ing during  the  deceased  trustee's 
life.    {Id!) 

5.  But  a  plaintiff  cannot  un'N^  a 
right  of  action  for  breach  of  trust 
against  a  surviving  trustee,  and  the 
representative  of  his  deceased  co- 
trustee, with  a  claim  for  interest 
of  trust  funds,  recoverable  against 
the  surviving  executor  of  the  es- 
tate from  which  the  trust  funds 
have  been  set  apart,  in  an  action 
at  law.    {Id,) 

6.  Nor  can  the  cestui  que  trusty  en- 
titled to  interest  of  the  trust  fund 
during  life,  have  an  action  to  com- 
pel the  trustees  to  give  security 
for  moneys  lost  by  their  breach  of 
trust,  and  an  accounting,  or  to  re- 
cover the  moneys  lost,  without 
joining  those  owning  the  remain- 
der.    {Id.) 

7.  No  right  of  action  vests  in  one 
named  as  executor  in  a  will,  and 
to  whom  is  given  as  executor  a 
trust  under  the  will,  but  who  re- 
nounces the  executorship  and  re- 
fuses to  assume  or  take  upon  him- 
self the  trust,  to  recover  money 
belonging  to  the  trust.  In  such 
case,  the  trust  remains  vested  in 
the  supreme  court  until  the  ap- 
pointment bv  it  of  a  trustee  under 
the  will,  and  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions runs  against  a  claim  for  such 
moneys  from  the  time  of  the  ap- 
pointment and  qualification  of 
such  trustee.  {Dunning  figi.  Ocean 
Nat.  Bank  qfthe  City  of  N.  F.,  6 
Lans,,  296 ) 

8.  Nor  does  an  administrator  with 
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the  will  annexed,  appointed  under 
the  will,  become  such  trustee,  or 
have  any  right  of  action  for  such 
moneys,    (id.) 


TJ. 

UNDERTAKING. 

1.  An  undertaking^  given  on  the 
issuing  of  an  injunction,  is  for  the 
benefit  of  all  Uie  defendants  en- 
joined, whether  served  or  not. 
Consequently,  it  is  not  necessary 
for  a  defendant  not  served  to  ap- 
pear in  the  action,  to  have  the 
benefit  of  the  undertaking.  (Dry 
Dock,  &c,,  R.  R.  Co. agt  Uunning- 
ham.ante^  458.) 

2.  Where,  on  filing  consent  of  de- 
fendants' attorney,  and  on  motion 
of  plaintiffs  attorney,  an  order 
from  the  court  was  obtained  dis- 
continuing the  action  and  cancel- 
ing the  undertaking  on  file,  with- 
out the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
one  of  the  defendants  who  had  not 
appeared  in  the  action,  but  who 
had  been  enjoined, — Hdd,  that 
such  defendant  was  entitled  to 
have  so  much  of  the  order  as  can- 
celed the  undertaking  set  aside, 
as  to  him,  he  showing  a  property 
in  it.    {Id.) 

3.  The  canceling  of  an  undertaking 
on  file  in  the  court  is  of  doubtful 
propriety.  It  certainly  ought  not 
to  be  done  where  there  are  other 
persons  interested  besides  those 
who  consent  to  the  order;    (Id.) 

4.  A  plaintiff  may,  with  or  without 
the  consent  of  l^e  defendants,  di»- 
continue  an  action,  but  he  cannot 
thereby,  unless  assented  to  by  the 
defendants,  deprive  them  of  any 
rights  which  they  then  possessed. 
(Uanningham  agt.  Whiie^  ante^  486.) 

5.  Where  one  of  two  defendants,  in 
an  action  asking  for  an  injunction 
against  them,  is  served  with  thb 
summons  and  complaint,  but  does 


not  appear  in  the  action,  and  the 
action  is  discontinued  by  consent 
of  the  attorneys  for  the  respective 
parties,  on  payment  of  costs,  but 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent 
of  said  defendant  who  did  not  ap- 
pear, and  the  undertaking  exe- 
cuted therein  canceled, — Hddy  that 
the  rights  of  the  defendant,  who 
did  not  appear,  were  not  affected 
by  such  discontinuance,  and  the 
order  canceling  the  undertaking 
was  a  nullity,  and  that  upon  en- 
tering the  order  of  discontinuance 
he  had  an  immediate  right  of  ac- 
tion upon  the  undertaking,  it  ap- 
pearing that  his  rights  and  inte- 
rests were  diverse  and  separate 
from  the  other  defendant.    (Id.) 

6.  An  imdertaking,  although  joint 
as  to  the  obligors  or  sureties,  is 
not  necessarily  joint  as  to  the  per- 
sons to  or  for  whose  benefit  it  is 
given.  If  their  interests  are  joint, 
Sien  the  right  of  action  upon  the 
undertaking  is  joint;  but  where 
such  interests  are  several,  the  right 
of  action  is  also  several.    (Id.) 

USURY. 

1.  A  mortgage  made  by  a  corpora- 
tion as  the  borrower,  the  statutes  of 
usury  have  no  application  to  it. 
(SUtens  agt.  Buffalo,  dx.,  B.  R, 
Co.,a/nU,  104.) 

2.  If  there  is  no  statute  limiting  the 
rate  of  interest  upon  loans  to  cor- 
porations, illegality  or  taint  of 
usury  cannot  be  imputed  to  their 
contracts  as  borrowers.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  the  defense  of  usury  is  una- 
vailable to  a  corporation,  it  is  also 
unavailable  to  one  who  has  guar- 
anteed the  payment  of  its  bonds. 
MuLLiN,  J.,  dissented.  (Smith  agt. 
Alvord,  63  Barb.,  415.) 

4.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  valid  debt, 
embraced  in  a  usurious  security,  is 
not  discharged,  if  the  debtor  elects 
to  set  up  the  defense  of  usury  to 
the  new  security.  (Gferwig  agt. 
Shetterly,  64  Barb.,  620.) 
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5.  The  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Btatates  relating  to  interest  npon 
money,  &c.  (1  R  8,,  772,  §  8),  ap- 
ply only  to  loans  of  money  upon 
which  a  usurious  interest  is  paid  or 
reserved — when  the  whole  debt  is 
affected  and  tainted  by  the  usury. 
In  such  case,  the  whole  debt  is  for- 
feited, and  no  part  of  it  can  be  re- 
quired to  be  paid,  as  a  condition  of 
relief.    (Id.) 


Y. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  A  vendor  of  chattels,  ppon  the 
refusal  of  the  purchaser  to  com- 
plete the  contract,  on  his  part,  by 
paying  over  the  purchase-money, 
has  an  election,  and  may  resort  to 
one  of  three  remedies :  1st.  Upon 
tendering  the  property,  and,  alter 
giving  the  buyer  a  reasonable 
time  to  accept  and  pay  for  the 
property,  the  seUer  may  regard 
the  contract  as  abandoned  by  the 
purchaser,  he  being  put  in  default 
by  his  retusal  to  pay.  Then  the 
vendor  may  sell  the  property  as 
his  own,  and  apply  the  proceeds 
to  his  own  use.  And  it  is  wholly 
immaterial  to  the  buyer  whether, 
on  such  sale,  the  property  brings 
more  or  less  than  the  contract 
price,  or  is  sold  above  or  below  its 
value.  2d.  The  seller  may  retain 
the  possession  of  the  property,  as 
his  security,  and  sue  thepurchaser 
for  the  contract  price.  When  such 
payment  is  enforced  and  complete, 
the  vendee  is  entitled  to  the  pos- 
'  session  of  the  property.  Or,  3d. 
The  vendor  may  resell  the  pro- 
perty, upon  giving  notice  to  the 
vendee  of  his  intention  to  do  so  ; 
and.  after  applying  the  net  ihx>- 
ceeds  towards  payment  of  the  con- 
tract price,  may  sue  the  purchaser 
for  any  balance  that  then  remains 
unpaid.  If  more  is  realized  than 
is  due  the  vendor,  he  must  ac- 
count to  the  purchaser  for  the  sur- 
plus. (WesffaU  agt  Peacock,  68 
Barb.,  209.) 
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2.  When  a  vendor  pursues  the  ven- 
dee, by  action)  to  recover  the 
whole  or  a  balance  of  the  purchase- 
money,  he  is  acting  in  affirmance 
of  the  contract,  and  counts  upon 
it.    (Id.) 

8.  And  having  made  his  election  of 
remedies,  by  bringing  such  an  ac- 
tion, h^  has  no  right,  thereafter,  to 
resell  the  proper^,  or  to  disaflSlnn 
the  contract  and  reclaim  the  pro- 
perty.   (Id.) 


VERDICT. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note 
given  by  the  defendants  to  the 
plainti^,  the  defendants  pleaded 
specially  a  want  of  consideration 
by  alleging  and  proving  that  the 
money  for  whicn  the  note  was 

fiven  belonged  to  the  plaintifb* 
rother,  which  was  deposited  with 
them  by  him,  in  trust,  to  pay  the 

Slainti^'  what  they  might  require 
urin^  his  absence,  and  the  re- 
mainder, if  any,  to  himself  on  his 
return;  and  that  the  defendants, 
in  pursuance  of  such  trust,  paid 
to  i)laintiffs  a  portion  of  said  sum 
durins  such  absence,  and  the  re- 
mainder to  the  brother  on  his 
return  home;  and  the  plaintiffs 
claimed  and  proved  that  the  money 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff  and  was 
deposited  with  the  defendants, 
when  the  note  was  given,  in  the 
presence  of  their  brother,  before 
he  went  away,  for  safe  keeping, 
they  believing  the  defendants  to 
be  responsible.  Meldt  that,  under 
this  contradictory  and  irreconcila- 
ble evidence,  the  court  could  not 
disturb  the  verdict  of  the  iury  for 
the  plainti£b ;  and  as  the  defendants 
omitted  to  move  for  the  direction 
of  a  verdict,  they  stand  precluded 
from  allenlig  that  the  verdict  was 
against  me  wdght  of  evidence. 
(SiekeU  agt.  OiUies,  ante,  94.) 

2.  To  Justify  an  appellate  tribunal 
in  setting  aside  a  verdict  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  against  the  weight 


Ml 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Digest. 


of  evidence,  it  must  be  emliiirdy 
against  the  weight  of  evidence. 
(Uor98  agt.  Sherrm,  63  Barb,  21.) 

8.  A  new  trial  will  not  be  granted 
where  the  testimony  is  contradic- 
toiy,  and  the  character  and  credit 
of  &e  witnesses  qnestioned,  on  the 

Sound  that  the  verdict  is  against 
e  wei^t  of  evidence.    (l£) 

w 

4.  The  verdict  of  a  jury,  in  cases  of 
conflict  of  testimony,  can  only  be 
set  aside  when  the  case  itself  pre- 
sents the  evidence  that  the  Jury 
must  have  been  influenced  by  pas- 
sion, prejudice  or  mistake.    (Id,) 

^.  The  court  ought  not  to  interfere 
with  the  action  of  a  jury,  further 
than  to  see  that  they  have  not  ab- 
used the  trust  reposed  in  them.  It  is 
not  enough  to  justify  a  new  trial, 
that  had  Uie  court  sat  on  the  jury, 
it  might  have  come  to  a  different 
conclusion  from  ^hat  arrived  at  by 
the  jury.  The  finding  must  be 
either  without  evidence,  or  so  deci- 
dedly against  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence Sbat  it  must  have  been 
brought  about  by  either  partial- 
it7,  corruption  or  gross  ignorance. 
{BiekwUh  agt.  The  New  lark  Cen. 
Rjfl  (Jo.,UBarb,,fm.) 


WAIV3BR 

1.  Where  the  non-Joinder  of  parties  is 
alleged'  in  the  answer,  which  is 
apparent  on  the  face  of  the  com- 
pilaifit,  by  not  demurring  the  ob- 
jection IS  waived.  {(hmnit%ffham 
agt  White,  wrOe,  486.) 

2.  After  iudgment,  a  piuiy  wiU  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  waived  any  objec- 
ti(m  tJ^  he  might  have  taken  on 
the  trial,  but  omitted  to  take. 
{fine  agt  P^rry,  68  Barb,^  40.) 

WARD'S  ISLAND. 

1.  Under  IbewovisionB  of  the  Don- 
gan  and  loonlg^werie  obarters, 


which  granted  to  the  mayor,  &c., 
all  the  waste,  vacant,  unpatented 
and  unappropriated  land,  lying 
and  being  within  the  city  of  New 
York,  and  reaching  to  the  low 
water  mark,  in,  by  and  through 
all  parts  of  said  citv  and  Manhat- 
tan Island  aforesaid,  together  with 
all  rivers,  rivulets,  coves,  creeks, 
ponds,*  waters  and  water-courses 
m  the  said  city  or  island,  or  either 
of  them,  not  heretofore  granted, 
&a,  the  city  of  New  York  were 
not  vested  with  the  title  to  the 
waste,  vacant,  unappropriated  and 
unpatented  lands  lying  and  being 
between  high  and  low  water  mark 
around  Ward's  Island,  in  the  East 
river.  (Beach  agt.  Mayor^  <fe;.,  N. 
r.,  ante,  857.) 

2.  The  grant  made  by  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  land  office,  on  the 
26tii  April,  1811,  of  the  lands  under 
water  around  Ward's  island  fh)m 
high  to  low  water  noiark  and  ex- 
tending on  the  north-west  side  of 
said  island  150  feet  fix>m  low  water 
mark  towards  New  York  island, 
and  from  other  parts  of  said  island 
800  feet  from  low  water  mark  to 
Abraham  R.  Lawrence,  Richard 
Lawrenoe,  Jasper  Ward  and  Bar- 
tholomew Ward,  was  good  and 
valid,  and  viestea  in  the  grantees  a 
title  to  the  lands  so  conveyed,  ijd.) 

8.  Such  grant  is  good,  even  though 
the  ffraotees  were  not  the  owners 
of  all  the  upland  Jointly,  but  were 
at  the  time  owneis  in  severalty  of 
all  the  upland,  excepting  one  or 
two  lots.  If  they  elected,  they 
had  a  lawful  right  to  take  a  joint 
grant  ot  all  tlve  land  under  water 
adjoining  the  lands  held  Xsf  tkem 
in  severalty.    (LL) 

4.  In  a  deed  containing  these  words 
in  the  granting  oliMise,  to  wit: 
'*A11  the  right,  title  and  mterest 
which  they  (the  said  parties  of  the 
first  part)  now  have  or  which  they 
may  hereafl^  have  as  heira-at-law 
of  Jasper  Ward,  late  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  merchant,  deceased, 
in,  of  and  to  the  WKter  right  or 
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wjiim  priv&effe$  ot^  on  or  pertain- 
ing to  that  certdn  island  of  land, 
and  the  roads  on  tlie  same,  known 
and  distingaished  as  Ward's  Is- 
land, located  in  the  East  river,  and 
situated  in  the  city  and  coonty  of 
New  York,  together  with  all  and 
slngalar  the  tenements,  heredita- 
ments and  appurtenances  there- 
unto helonging  or  in  any  wise  ap- 
pertaming,  &c.,  &c.,  to  tenendum 
in  fee,''  me  court  held  that  the 
words  "  water  rights  "  and  '*  water 
privileges,"  with  the  terms  "  here- 
ditaments and  appurtenances,"  are 
sufficient  to  include  and  pass  the 
grantor's  interests  in  the  land  un- 
der water,  granted  to  him  by  the 
aforesaid  patent.    (14,) 

WARRANTY. 

1.  The  general  rule  is,  that  the  re- 
presentations or  affirmations  con- 
stituting a  warranty,  or  the  repre- 
sentations which  are  chared  to 
be  false,  must  be  made  dunng  the 
negotiations  for  the  sale.  (JShuU 
agt  (htrander,  63  Barb.,  180.) 

2.  A  warranty  must  be  made  during 
the  treaty,  or  the  time  of  the  sale ; 
or,  at  least,  before  the  performance 
of  the  substantial  terms  thereof. 
{Id.) 

8.  Inability  to  ascertain  the  quality 
or  concUtion  of  property  war- 
ranted to  be.  at  the  time  of  sale, 
of  a  particular  quality  or  in  a  cer- 
tain condition,  does  not  cliange 
the  rule  as  to  the  time  when  a 
right  of  action  for  breach  of  the 
warranty  accrues.  {Allen  agt. 
Ibdd,  6  Lam.,  1^.) 

4  A  nurseryman  selling  trees,  for  a 
certain  kind  of  flruit  trees,  to  one 
who  relies  on  his  representations, 
warrants  them  of  the  kind  repre- 
sented ;  an  action  on  the  warranty 
accrues  immediately  if  the  trees 
are  of  a  different  kind.    (Id.) 

6.  Otherwise  if  the  representations 
are  that  the  trees  will  bear  certain 


kind  of  fruit,  in  which  case  the 
right  of  action  arises  when  the 
ftuit  product  by  the  trees  proves 
different  from  the  warranty.    (Id) 


WILL, 

1.  Under  the  Code  there  is  no  neces- 
sity of  a  cross^l  in  any  case  unless 
it  is  to  brine  in  other  parties. 
(Ameriean  BtSle  SodUy  agt.  ISUirk, 
ante,  160.) 

3.  The  testator,  William  Gray,  died 
in  the  city  of  New  York  in  the 
year  1858,  leaving  him  surviving 
his  widow,  Barab  Gray,  and  his 
two  sons,  Henry  M.  Gray  and  Wil- 
liam M.  Gray,  his  only  hcirs-at-iaw. 
By  his  will  he  made  his  widow  the 
executrix,  and  gave  to  her  all  his 
estate,  to  be  used  and  enjoyed  by 
her  during  her  natural  life,  or  so 
long  as  she  remained  his  widow. 
(Id) 

8.  The  will  also  contained  a  provi- 
sion that  '*  should  my  widow 
marry  again  she  will  be  entitled 
to  and  receive  from  my  estate, 
(diould  she  demand  it,  i8,000, 
*  *  *  the  possession  and  man- 
agement of  the  estate  at  her  second 
marriage  to  pass  from  her  hands 
and  to  be  transferred  to  my  sons, 
subject  to  the  following  restric- 
tions :  "1.  The  principal  to  re- 
main entire  until  my  son,  William 
M.,  shall  have  reached  the  age  of 
forty  years,  which  will  be  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1866.  ♦  ♦  ♦  Should 
both  my  sons  die  before  their 
mother,  leaving  no  children,  then 
at  her  death  the  estate  shall  be 
sold  and  the  proceeds  divided  into 
two  equal  parts,  the  one-half  io 
my  widow,  to  be  distributed  as  she 
may  have  by  will  directed,  the 
other  half  to  be  shared  eaually  by 
the  American  Bible  Society  and 
by  the  American  Colonization  So- 
ciety."   (13.) 

4.  The  testator  died  sdzed  of  the 
premises  known  as  numbers  101 
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and  103  West  Eleventh  street,  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  and  of  per- 
sonal property.  The  latter  was 
sold  by  the  execntriz  and  con- 
verted into  money.    (Id.) 

5.  Henry  M.  Gray  died  September 
21,  18<58,  unmarried  and  without 
issue,  and  leaving  a  will  wherebjr 
he  gave  all  his  property  to  his 
brother,  William  M.  Gray.    (Id.) 

6.  William  M.  Grav  died  in  Octo- 
ber, 1809,  unmarned  and  without 
issue,  leaving  his  last  will,  which 
was  proved  as  a  will  of  real  and 
personal  estate.  The  executor 
thereof  and  the  devisees  thereun- 
der are  parties  to  this  action.    (Id.) 

7.  Sarah  Gray  died  October  21, 1871, 
leaving  her  will,  which  was  duly 
proved  and  letters  testamentary 
issued  thereon  to  the  defendant, 
Sarah  Stark,  and  John  Crolius. 
(Id.) 

8.  After  the  death  of  her  sons,  Sarah 
Gray,  by  deed  dated  May  17, 1870, 
for  a  nominal  consideration,  con- 
veyed all  her  right,  title  and  inte- 
rest of,  in  and  to  tlie  premises  103 
West  Eleventh  street  to  Sarah 
Stjirk.    (Id.) 

9.  There  was  no  executor,  trustee  or 
other  person  in  life,  having  power 
to  sell  the  said  lands  in  pursuance 
of  the  will  of  William  GTray.    (Id.) 

10.  The  questions  involved  In  the 
.  construction  of  the  will  are,  1st. 

Could  the  absolute  power  of  ali-. 
enatiOu,  under  the  provisions  of 
this  will,  possibly  be  suspended 
for  more  than  two  lives  in  being  ? 
2d.  What  interest,  if  any,  did 
Sarah  Stark  take  under  the  deed 
from  Sarah  Gray  to  her  of  the 
premises  103  West  Eleventh  street  ? 
Held,  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  testator  to  provide  that  in  case 
Sarah  Gray  remarried  and  William 
M.  Gray  lived  until  he  was  forty 
vears  of  age,  the  estate  should  not 
■  be  sold  until  he  should  arrive  at 
that  age ;  that  the  limitation  was 


only  intended  to  fq>ply  in  case 
William  M.  Gray  attained  the  age 
of  forty  years.  Such  a  limitation 
would  not  be  within  the  prohibi- 
tion of  the  statute.  If  it  had  been 
intended  that  the  limitation  should 
extend  to  Februaty,  1866  (which 
would  be  within  the  statute),  there 
would  have  been  no  mention  made 
of  the  age  of  William  M.  Gray. 
(Id.) 

11.  On  the  death  of  the  two  sons 
without  issue,  before  their  mother, 
then  at  her  death  the  Will  provides 
that "  the  estate  shall  be  sold  and 
the  proceeds  divided  into  two 
equal  parts,  the  one-half  to  my 
widow,  to  be  distributed  as  sho 
may  have  by  will  directed,  tho 
otlier  half  to  be  shared  equally  by 
the  American  Bible  Society  and 
hy  the  American  Colonization  So- 
ciety.*' Held,  that  there  was  no 
question  but  that  the  two  societies 
have  the  risht  to  claim  that  the 
estate  shall  be  sold,  and  that  they 
are  entitled  to  receive  one  equal 
half  part  of  the  proceeds  of  such 
sale.    (Id.) 

12.  Mrs.  Gray,  upon  the  death  of 
her  two  sons  without  issue,  had, 
by  the  will,  conferred  upon  her, 
she  being  a  tenant  for  life,  a  gene- 
ral and  beneficial  power  to  devise 
the  inheritance,  and  thus  was 
brought  directly  within  the  provi- 
sions of  the  statute,  giving  her 
an  absolute  power  of  disposition 
of  one  undivided  half  of  the  estate. 
This  absolute  power  of  disposition 
being  imaccompanicd  by  any  trust, 
and  no  remainder  being  limited 
upon  her  estate,  being  grantee  of 
the  power,  she  by  the  statute  be- 
came entitled  to  an  absolute  fee  in 
the  one  imdivided  half  of  the  es- 
tate. Thus  entitled,  she  made  a 
conveyance,  by  which  she  con- 
veyed to  the  defendant,  Sarah 
Stark,  in  fee,  the  house  number 
108  West  Elevehth  street.    (Id.) 

13.  But  Mrs.  Gray*s  interest  in  tho 
estate  was  an  undivided  Interest, 
and  she  could  not  partition  .the 
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estate  of  her  own  wilL  Therefore 
all  she  could  convey  was  such  un- 
divided interest,  and  in  attempting 
to  convey  to  Sarah  Stark  fae  whole 
interest,  she  conveyed  more  than 
she  had.  But  her  convevance  was 
not  for  that  reason  void,  but  car- 
ried all  she  had  a  riffht  to  convey, 
one  equ^  undivided  half  interest, 
the  title  to  which  became  vested 
m  Sarah  Stark.    {Id,) 

14.  Under  the  will  of  Sarah  Gray 
the  two  above  named  societies  be- 
came entitled  to  claim  from  her 
estate  the  amount  of  the  bequest 
to  them,  being  $1,489.06  to  each. 
(Id.) 

15.  It  was,  therefore,  ordered  and 
directed  that  the  real  estate  in 
question  be  sold  in  separate  par- 
cels by  a  referee  and  out  of  the 
proceeds  should  be  paid  certain 
expenses  and  costs,    (id.) 

16.  The  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
number  103  West  Eleventh  street 
to  be  paid  by  the  referee,  one-half 
to  Sarah  Stark,  one-quarter  each 
to  the  two  societies.  The  net  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  number  101  to 
be  paid,  one-quarter  each  to  the 
two  societies,  and  the  remaining 
one-half  to  be  paid  into  court  to 
await  the  fhrther  order  of  the  court 
(Id.) 

• 

17.  Where  a  testator  devises  to  his 
daughter.  A.,  the  use  of  $1,000, 
during  her  life,  and  after  her  de- 
cease directs  that  the  same  be  paid 
to  her  children,  it  is  not  a  devise 
of  the  $1,000  to  the  children  of  A., 
but  of  the  whole  amount  of  the 
legacy,  and  an  absolute  disposi- 
tion thereof  upon  the  death  of  A. 
to  and  for  the  benefit  of  her  chil- 
dren. (Delevergni  agt  Dean^  ante^ 
206.) 

18.  In  such  case  the  l^acy  does  not 
become  vested  in  the  children 
where  they  died  before  the  mother ; 
and  where  they  all  die  in  infancy, 
before  A.,  the  mother,  the  legacy 


lapses  upon  her  death  and  passes 
to  her  heirs.    (Id.) 

19.  It  seems  that  there  is  no  arbitrary 
rule  by  which  the  domicile  of  a 
person  is  proven.  Each  case  must 
be  decided  according  to  the  par- 
ticular  facts  and  circumstances 
which  surround  it.  (Dupuy  agt 
Seymour,  64  Barb,,  156.) 

20.  The  domicile  of  birth  or  origin 
continues  until  it  is  proven  to  have 
been  abandoned,  or  a  new  one  has 
been  obtained.    (Id.) 

2L  Where  the  testatrix  in  a  will  exe- 
cuted abroad  was  formerly  settled^ 
and  her  domicile,  for  many  years, 
was  with  her  husband,  at  the  city 
of  New  y  ork,— -flflW,  that  it  rested 
with  those  contesting  the  will  to 
prove  that  the  testatrix  had  ever 
formed  the  intention  of  changing 
her  domicile ;  or  that  the  facts  ana 
circumstances  of  the  case  were 
entirely  inconsistent  with  an  in- 
tention to  retain  her  original  domi- 
cile.   (Id,) 

22.  On  the  trial  of  special  issues  as  to 
the  due 'execution  of  a  will  and 
deed,  and  as  to  the  competency  of 
the  testatrix,  the  Judse  permitted 
evidence  to  be  given  by  the  plain- 
tiff, a  daughter  of  the  testatrix,  of 
declarations  pertinent  to  the  issue, 
made  to  her  bv  the  testatrix  in  the 
presence  of  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  was  a  legatee,  and  exe- 
cutrix named  in  the  will,  and  such 
evidence  tended  to  maintain  the 
issues  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and 
against  the  defendant.  Held,  that 
this  was  a  clear  violation  of  sec- 
tion 899  of  the  Code;  notwith- 
standing the  defendant  was  living, 
at  the  tune  of  the  trial,  and  might 
have  contradicted  the  evidence  of 
the  plaintiff.  And  that  it  was  such 
a  material  error  as  to  require  that 
the  verdict  be  s^  aside,  and  a  new 
trial  granted.  (HcUeh  agt  Fsu{fnet. 
64^7«.,189.) 

28.  There  is  nothing  in  that  section 
which  makes  the  admissibility  of 
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such  evidence  d^>eiid  upon  the 
fact  that,  at  the  time  when  it  is 
offered,  there  is  some  person  living 
who  can  contradict  it  On  the 
contrary,  its  admissibility  depends 
on  tlie  nature  of  the  transaction  to 
which  it  relates.  Per  Lsaknbd, 
J.    (Id.) 

24.  Where  it  was  apparent^  from  the 
whole  evidence,  that  the  testator 
did  not,  in  words,  say  to  the  wit- 
nesses that  a  paper  was  his  will, 
and  did  not  request  them  to  sign 
as  such, — Held^  that  unless  what 
took  place  at  the  time  was  equiva- 
lent to  such  declaration  and  re- 
quest, then  a  finding  of  the  jury 
against  the  making  of  such  decla- 
ration and  request  was  right  (Id) 

25.  And  where  two  of  the  witnesses 
testified  that  they  heard  nothing 
from  the  testator,  as  to  its  being 
his  will,  although  they  were  both 
there  to  witness  a  will,  as  they  had 
been  told, — ffeld^  that  whatever 
might  be  the  conclusion  of  the 
court  on  the  questions  submitted 
to  the  jury,  it  was  clear  that  there 
was  no  ground  on  which  it  could 
say  that  a  verdict  against  the  due 
execution  of  the  will  was  contrary 
to  the  evidence.    (Id.) 

26.  Where  the  due  execution  of  a  will 
is  attempted  to  be  made  out  by 
circumstantial  evidence,  it  is  pro- 
per to  ask  a  witness  what  was  the 
age  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of 
executing  the  will.    (Id.) 

27.  Upon  the  question  whether  a  pa- 
per, read  in  the  presence  of  the  tes- 
tator, was  understood  by  him  and 
the  witnesses  to  be  his  will,  the 
state  of  his  hearing,  at  the  time,  is 
properly  put  in  evidence.    (Id.) 


WITNESS. 

t.  It  is  possible  for  a  witness  to  state 
a  fitct  in  plain  and  concise  lan- 
ffuage  so  as  to  convey  a  distinct 
Mea  of  his  meaning  to  his  hearers, 


and  yet  he  may  have  used  words 
in  a  sense  entir^y  different  from 
that  in  which  they  were  under- 
stood by  the  hearers,  and  may  have 
intended  to  convey  an  essentially 
different  meaning.  (.Orotus  agt 
OaHoek^  anU^  78. ) 

2.  But  it  will  not  be  presumed  that 
he  did  not  use  the  words  in  their 
ordinaiy,  popular  signification.  It 
is  for  the  party  alleging  such  aoso 
of  words  to  prove  it.    (M.) 

3.  l^e  forcible  examinaiiwn(\md!eT9XL 
order  of  the  coroner)  of  a  female 
prisoner  by  physicians,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  evidence  that 
she  had  been  pregnant  and  bad 
been  delivered  of  a  child  within 
two  or  three  weeks  previous,  was 
in  violation  of  the  constitution, 
which  declares  that  "no  person 
shall  be  compelled,  in  any  criminal 
case,  to  be  a  witness  against  him- 
self." (People  agt.  McCoy ^  ante, 
216.) 

4  A  witness  can  onlv  be  impeached 
as  to  material  evidence.  (Knight 
agt  Forward,  68  Barb.,  811.) 

5.  Evidence  which  goes  to  show  that 
a  witness  has  given  versions,  out 
of  court,  of  the  transaction  to 
which  he  is  testifyiufi;,  essentially 
different  from,  or  wholly  incon- 
sistent with,  the  truth  of  the  evi- 
dence given  by  him,  is  admissible 
on  the  ground  that  his  reputation 
for  truUi  and  veracity  is  directly 
assailed.    (Id.) 

6.  It  is  competent  to  examine  a  wit- 
ness as  to  contradictory  statements 
made  by  him,  and  to  contradict 
him  if  he  denies  having  made 
them.    (Id.) 

7.  It  is  not  neceaBarv  that  a  witness, 
in  speaking  of  value,  should  speak 
only  from  actual  observation.  Ma- 
ny cases  may  occur  where,  fh)m 
the  destruction  of  personal  proper- 
ty, no  witness  can  be  produced 
who  has  had  an  opporttmity  to 
examine  and  be  oonversant  with 
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the  yalue.  In  such  a  case,  the  rule 
which  allows  the  next  best  evi- 
dence to  be  produced  applies;  and 
the  value  may  be  ascertained  from 
persons  conversant  with  im>pertj 
of  that  nature,  after  they  are  made 
acquainted  with  its  condition  by 
the  testimony  of  others.  {Orr  agt. 
Tka  Mayor,  dsc,  of  Novo  York,  64 
Barb.,  10«.) 

8.  Interest,  or  bias,  although  they 
may  be  taken  into  consideration 
in  weighing  the  value  of  evidence, 
do  not  disqualify  a  witness.    (Id,) 

0.  The  referee  or  Jurv  are  best  quali- 
fied to  decide  whether  inconsis- 
tencies in  testimony  arise  from 
willful  prevarication  or  uninten- 
tional mistalce,  or  defect  in  mem- 
ory. (Hxnds  agt  Smith,  6  Lam,, 
464.) 

10.  Where  the  testimony  of  a  witness 
showed  discrepancies  nn  fixing  a 
date,  placing  it  once  at  a  time  in- 


consistent with  other  established 
facts,  also  denials  upon  cross-ex- 
amination of  his  statements  upon 
the  examination  in  chief,  and  was 
contradicted  by  the  defendant  as  a 
witness  on  his  own  behalf, — HeU 
that  the  decision  of  the  referee 
upon  the  credibility  of  the  wit- 
nesses would  not  be  disturbed  on 
appeal    (M) 

11.  The  prohibition  of  section  899  of 
the  Code  does  not  prevent  a  party 
from  testifying,  in  an  action  in 
which  the  legal  representatives  of 
a  deceased  person  are  adverse  par- 
ties, to  a  conversation  between 
the  deceased  and  a  third  person, 
also  deceased,  which  was  over- 
heard by  the  witness.  (BUde- 
brant  agt  Ora^ord,  6  La/ns,,  502.) 

12.  Nor  is  a  party  prohibited  by  that 
section  from  testlQring  to  a  trans- 
action between  himself  and  the 
ajgentof  deceased,  previous  to  the 
time  of  his  death.    (Id,) 
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ERRATA. 


In  CMman  agt.  Van  Bmmiaer  (44  ^oto.,  874),  it  is  stated  that  ''the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  reversal  of  the  Judgment"  It  should  read,  is  enti- 
tled to  '*  ^  umal^*  judgment,  &c. 

In  Botoen  agt.  Huni&Ty  anUy  197,  the  words  "none  of"  at  about  the 
middle  of  the  page,  should  read  **  Now  ^,"  &c. 

In  PumpeUy  agt.  Village  qf  OtDego^  ante,  219,  by  a  singular  error  the 
Mefs  of  the  counsel  got  transposed,  each  being  credited  with  his  oppo- 
nent's. The  brief  following  the  name  of  Thomas  Fatrington  for  plaintiff 
should  follow  the  name  of  N.  W.  Davis  for  defendant,  and  the  brief  fol- 
lowing the  name  of  N.  W.  Davis  for  defendant  should  follow  that  of 
Thomas  Farrington  for  plaintiff. 
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